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Abstract 
Wide Open Spaces: Place, Empire, and U.S.-Indigenous Relations, 1816-1907 
investigates the changing borders of the U.S. settler nation-state throughout the nineteenth 
century. The project is concerned with the geopolitical scales of annexation and statehood as 
practices of expansion and empire-building. My argument is two-pronged. First, through the 
increasingly naturalized logic of federalism, the violence of settler colonial conquest was 
authorized under the guise of states’ rights or territorial lawlessness in ways that seemingly 
exonerated the larger U.S. nation of culpability, while also allowing flexibility in the ways that 
settler colonialism entered and occupied spaces. Justified as a “domestically dependent” 
relationship between the U.S. and indigenous peoples, U.S. Indian policy in the nineteenth 
century relied on the ability to toggle between states’ rights and nation-to-nation treaty 
negotiations. This wobbling between U.S. as assemblage and as cohesive nation proved 
productive for empire building in some ways, but in others highlighted fissures and 
inconsistencies. Second, as one of the dominant modes of communication in the nineteenth 
century, print mapped much of the work of empire onto the landscape and its cultural imaginary. 
Like imperial state movements, print, at its core, is a multi-scaled medium. Yet it was also a tool 
that could be utilized for political projects. The circulation, production, and reception of print did 
not maintain an exclusively settler-colonial use value, but could be deployed for a variety of 
different communal and performative ends, some of which were distinctly anti-colonial. Wide 
Open Spaces privileges particular geographic locales. I look at three key sites understood as 
racially “other” yet economically desirable by the U.S.—present-day Florida, Cuba, and 
Oklahoma. These locations, and the statehood debates that surrounded them, challenged the U.S. 
to determine who and what to include within its borders. I show how print culture narrated 
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moments of particular geopolitical and cultural flux, and how various forms of print operated 
(often on both sides of the colonial divide) to establish a narrative cartography of place. 
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Introduction 
Appeals to the past are among the commonest of strategies in interpretations  
of the present. What animates such appeals is not only disagreement about what happened in the 
past and what the past was, but uncertainty about whether the past really is past, over and 
concluded, or whether it continues, albeit in different forms, perhaps. This problem animates all 
sorts of discussions—about influence, about blame and judgment, about present actualities and 
future priorities.
1
 
 
This is why in America the imported book has been conquered by the natural man.
2
 
 
In my hometown, Stillwater, Oklahoma, for years fourth graders were bussed out a few 
miles into the country to Taylorsville, a child-sized, cheaply painted “pioneer town” constructed 
out of weathered plywood. Here we re-enacted the Oklahoma Land Run of 1889, racing at the 
shot of a gun to find our plot of land, while pulling each other in make-shift covered wagons 
constructed out of Radio Flyers. With hammers, nails, and twine, we marked off our plot of 
territory, “staking our claim.” The argument for such a re-enactment was that Stillwater was 
“where Oklahoma began,” the starting place of the Land Run and the settlement of the 
Unassigned Lands in Oklahoma Territory.
3 
The tidiness of this narrative runs counter to other 
accounts of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in Oklahoma Territory and Indian 
Territory that many of these fourth graders and others across the state of Oklahoma encounter. 
Some are stories of allotment and the loss of land, some are stories of land gained in the runs and 
then lost, while others highlight the difficulty of sustaining homesteads and farms post-Run.  
                                                 
1
 Edward W. Said, Culture and Imperialism (New York: Vintage Books, 1993), 3. 
 
2
 Jose Martí, "Nuestre America," José Martí Reader: Writings on the Americas, ed. Deborah Shnookal and Mirta 
Muñiz (Melbourne: Ocean Press, 2007), 123. 
 
3
 The Unassigned Lands were former Creek and Seminole lands ceded to the United States after the Civil War in 
1866. It is my understanding that fourth graders in Stillwater no longer participate in the physical reenactment, but 
Stillwater elementary schools continue to bus students out to the spot where the Land Run began. Markers of the 
Run can still be found throughout the community, in the high school’s mascot Peter Pioneer, the city motto, and the 
local Harley Davidson club, Chapter 4055, who call themselves the “Land Run Chapter.” There are a number of 
other communities around the state that continue this ritual, such as Mustang, Oklahoma southwest of Oklahoma 
City. 
2 
 
For many Oklahomans, their own familial and communal narratives often blend these 
accounts, as well as many others. The end of the nineteenth century was a moment of extreme 
flux, in which geographies and identities were produced and reproduced at a staggering clip. The 
bodily experience of acting out this particular narrative of land use, mapping, and history 
demands the performance of a specific kind of subjecthood and relation to the state, both the 
state of Oklahoma and the larger nation-state. Moreover, the reenactment emphatically insisted 
on preserving a certain narrative of space—at least for the duration of the field trip—which 
privileged a narrative of progress, glossing the violence and contentiousness that preceded 
Oklahoma statehood. It posited the pioneering movement of settlers (mostly white) across 
seemingly empty land as a starting point on a timeline that inevitably led to statehood and a 
particular geopolitical marking that privileges a U.S. nation-state understanding of space. The 
ritualized practice of having young students reenact this narrative reveals unease about the 
endurance of the story—the need to continually retell it and materially rehearse it in an attempt 
to make it true, or at least to make it the loudest voice heard in this particular historical moment.   
These annual reiterations and reenactments no longer occur regularly in Stillwater, but 
they speak to a broader need to rehearse a particular story as the truth of the moment, crafting a 
narrative of settlement that belies the far more palimpsestic racial, cultural, and political history 
of space and people and minimizing the devastating effects the Runs had on indigenous nations 
in the territories. Whether enacted through the performance of a group of fourth graders or 
etched into marble signs that celebrate the town’s motto, these reiterations assert a particular 
version of U.S. cultural memory—both of the Runs and of U.S. expansion. The physical act of 
plotting the land and staking one’s claim as landowner reinforces the logic of classical liberal 
theory that historian David Chang argues was inherent in the land run grabs of the 1880s. For 
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Boomers (whites who advocated opening Native land for white settlement) the 160 acre claims 
represented the possibility of true Jeffersonian yeomanry: “with the private ownership of land, 
they would become the individuals of classical liberal theory—that is, rational, economic actors 
and individual political citizens.”4 The Land Run was and continues to be a fantasy of this liberal 
subjecthood, a moment when the American dream was accessible, in some cases literally 
overnight. However, the Runs not only operated at the expense of Native nations and 
communities, they failed to create a more egalitarian space for white settlers. If anything, the 
Runs exacerbated a landlord-tenant model of farming and ranching similar to that in the Deep 
South.
5
 Despite the actual facts of post-settlement, the story of free land democratically available 
for white landownership has prevailed. Fiction trumps history in the state of Oklahoma’s sense 
of itself. 
6
  
Wide Open Spaces: Place, Empire, and U.S.-Indigenous Relations, 1816-1907 examines 
the many stories that have been told about the U.S. map, like the story of the Land Run, in order 
to gain a better sense of such spaces and moments not as defining markers that solidified 
particular understandings of peoples and places, but as moments that reveal instability and 
tenuousness rather than an always already stable logic of U.S. expansion. In particular, I focus on 
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 David A. Chang, Color of the Land: Race, Nation, and the Politics of Landownership in Oklahoma, 1832-1929 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2010), 78. Stillwater is the county seat of Payne County, named 
after the Boomer leader David L. Payne. 
 
5
 See Chang’s “Chapter 4: Policy and the Making of Landlords and Tenants” for a more in-depth discussion of post-
Land Run landownership in Oklahoma. He writes that “with 55 percent of Oklahoma farmers working as tenants in 
1910, only five states, all in the Deep South, had a higher tenancy rate ” (109). 
 
6
 Not all pioneers in the Land Run were white. The Land Run and settlement of the Territory is often framed as a 
moment when various white ethnicities were equalized, but there were also significant numbers of free Blacks who 
came to settle. However, over time the Runs and settlement were whitewashed in the historical memory of the 
moment, as evidenced by some of its most famous literary and cinematic depictions, such as Edna Ferber’s 
Cimarron 1929, Ron Howard’s 1992 film depiction of the 1893 Run in Far and Away, and perhaps most famously 
Rodgers and Hammerstein’s production of Oklahoma!, a post-Run/pre-statehood account (a musical adaptation of 
Cherokee poet and playwright Lynn Riggs’ 1930 Green Grows the Lilacs). 
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four chaotic and contested terrains that evolved, over time, into four static place-names well-
known to us today—Florida, Kansas, Cuba, and Oklahoma—as articulated and produced through 
print and material culture. Against the official history of each of these locations, I offer a 
counter-history of them as spaces with different borders from the ones we have come to know 
today.  
Instead of approaching these as spaces that always already had a pre-determined scale—
that of the local state or the nation—with a particular relation to other geopolitical locales, I look 
at them at moments when their geopolitical future was in flux or subject to contestation. In doing 
so, I focus on how the concepts of annexation and statehood were naturalized, with special 
attention to the way that statehood rhetoric delegitimized particular groups as autonomous 
nations separate from the U.S., allowing the U.S. to engage in violent colonial projects cast as 
domestic rather than foreign affairs. In doing so I build on Mark Rifkin’s argument that in the 
early and mid-nineteenth century:  
The boundaries of the nation were not static, expanding to include Indian lands 
(surrounded by the states and on the ‘frontier’) as well as territory purchased from 
France and wrested from Spain and Mexico. These acquisitions, absorptions, and 
annexations trouble an easy differentiation of domestic and alien spaces and 
populations. Yet, the U.S. government continued to assert, perhaps with even 
greater fervor, the obviousness of that distinction.
7
  
 
While scholars like Rifkin have looked more broadly at the national production of space from 
territory to the U.S. proper, Wide Open Spaces interrogates a specific scale, that of the local 
state. My interest is not simply in how Manifest Destiny translates the foreign into the national, 
but the significance the scale of the federated local state has in this production. Land and 
governmental power were not simply translated from foreign to national and domestic. Rather, 
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5 
 
U.S. encroachment operated on multiple scales within this larger framework: territory, 
annexation, statehood. I argue that both the scale of “nation” and the scale of “local state” were 
deployed in complicated ways to further the interests of U.S. empire and expansion. 
I argue that the scale of the local state allowed the U.S. to ignore or resist the national 
sovereignty of people and nations outside the governmental periphery of the U.S., while 
ostensibly maintaining the values of democracy and freedom. Under the valence of federalism, 
violence and conquest could be deployed to affirm a local state’s rights or territorial lawlessness 
while seemingly freeing the larger nation from explicit culpability. Moreover, I contend that U.S. 
international conflict in North America and the Caribbean, for example, was enacted at the scale 
of the local state in attempts to delegitimize the political authority of indigenous nations, like the 
Seminole, Cherokee, or Creek, and rival colonial powers like Spain. In so doing, my project 
actively disrupts the scale of the state, both legally as an operating body of governmental power 
and geographically as a container denoting a particular place and identity, to unravel how 
understandings of U.S.-Indigenous relations as imperial rather than domestic re-map the 
nineteenth century. As Lisa Cattelino asserts in her analysis of the Seminole Tribe of Florida’s 
high stakes gaming industry, “the American federalist system consists in part of tribal nations, 
which puts American Indians at the heart of the American democratic form, and America’s 
history rests uneasily with its founding conquest.”8 Indigenous sovereignty is as knitted into the 
federalist project as statehood and states’ rights, challenging the authoritative reach of U.S. 
empire. 
My work employs three understandings of “state.” While this runs the risk of confusion, 
parsing out these three concepts is critical to thinking through statehood and U.S. empire. I use 
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 Jessica R. Cattelino, High Stakes: Florida Seminole Gaming and Sovereignty (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2008), 177. 
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the term “local state” to refer to those federated spaces that served under the governance of both 
state power and federal power. I use the term “national state” or “nation” to think about 
operations that occurred at a federal level. But concepts of the local state and the national state 
are deeply tied to larger studies of a third state, the governing power that attempts to control and 
manage a dispersed population of subjects as well as the environment they inhabit. This state is 
inherently connected to the larger nation-state governmental practices, but also serves on a more 
sweeping scale as a larger set of institutions that dictate the rules and regulations of a particular 
polity.
 
 
I am also interested in collapsing two geographical and spatial models for understanding 
the U.S.: one that follows along a North-South axis and one that privileges an East-West axis. 
Following one model and ignoring the other reinforces codified race relations in the nineteenth 
century and runs the risk of obfuscating the intertwined, collapsible, and often palimpsestic 
relations between these spaces. Rapid expansion and increased mobility, aided by advancements 
like the railroad, made understandings of regional identity malleable and created ambiguity about 
the borders of regions and the nation. Following the movement of southeastern Native peoples, 
this dissertation proposes “South” and “West” as uneasy signifiers for particular peoples, times, 
and places by looking at the ways that race, geography, and print culture made these two 
signifiers tenuous. The “bleeding” debates of Kansas hinged on its geographical positioning as 
northern or southern and revealed the political complexity of a border state, even though the 
region known as Kansas was previously Indian Territory and geographically imagined in the 
“West.” Aligning indigeneity with the West, particularly in the latter half of the century, 
promoted erasure of southeastern Indian Removal that was also firmly rooted in the “South.” It is 
important to remember that there was no fixed cartographical endpoint for U.S. expansion in the 
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nineteenth-century, so a sense of where the frontier began and ended was often contingent and 
referential.  
In questioning the power structures of the state, the “state” being the apparatus of power 
that dictates a particular place and group of people, James C. Scott asks how “the state gradually 
get[s] a handle on its subjects and their environments?”9 He argues that state power directly 
correlates to the project of mapping by creating a simple map that does not represent reality in its 
full nuance and detail, but instead depicts a simplified version to represent this actuality. 
Through this process, the state reworks the reality it depicts to adapt to a representation that 
favors the state at a given time. The malleability of this form of cartography helps one 
understand why a space like Kentucky could go through a variety of mutations, from the western 
frontier home of Daniel Boone in the early nineteenth century to a different kind of border state 
in the context of mid-century divisions over slavery. The same borders plot the parameters of the 
local state, but the space’s meaning varies depending on its role in the larger nation-state.  
While the master narrative of U.S. nationalism promotes a nation-state model divisible 
into regions, states, cities, and townships there are and always have been competing 
understandings of these spaces, understandings that challenge such a neat mapping. Much like 
Aihwa Ong’s theory of “graduated zones of sovereignty,” in which she argues nation-states use 
varied forms of governmentality in different geographic and political “zones” to maintain 
flexible and wide-reaching social order, my project teases out the relationality between different 
geographies and different scales of U.S. control. While Ong situates her notion of “graduated 
zones” as a political development of late modernity, the concept offers helpful ways to think 
about U.S. expansion and U.S. use of “territory,” “state,” and “nation” as signifiers of distinctly 
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 James C. Scott, Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 2–3. 
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different but interconnected socio-political spaces in the nineteenth century.
10
 For example, 
“graduated zones” provides a useful frame for thinking about one of the most significant 
statehood debates of the century—Texas. When white settlers fled into the space of present-day 
Texas the U.S. argued they were legally outside the purview of legal responsibility. But once 
these settlers established themselves in the region, the U.S. claimed them again as citizens and 
used their residency to justify official U.S. interventions into Texas’s affairs, eventually leading 
to Texas statehood and the U.S.-Mexico War.  
The nineteenth century local state was an amazingly flexible unit that functioned as the 
setting of some of the bloodiest and most violent U.S. imperial projects. While local states were 
part of the larger federal Union, they also maintained a sense of autonomy apart from the larger 
nation, most famously in the North-South tensions that emerged during the first half of the 
nineteenth century.  However, states’ rights were also important to U.S.-Indigenous relations in 
the three court cases Johnson v. M’Intosh (1823), Cherokee Nation v. The State of Georgia 
(1831), and Samuel A. Worcester v. The State of Georgia (1832) known as the Marshall Trilogy. 
These were the first major interpretations of indigenous sovereignty by the U.S. Supreme Court, 
and their interpretation of the relationship between the United States and indigenous nations had 
greater influence on U.S. Indian policy than almost any other set of U.S. court decisions.
11
  
In Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (1831), Chief Justice Marshall concluded that Native 
nations were domestically dependent on the U.S., “like a ward to his guardian,” because their 
borders lay within the encompassing borders of the expanding U.S. nation-state. As evidence for 
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 It was also policy that was taken up by European colonial powers like England as well in their policymaking with 
Indigenous people. See Joanne Barker, “For Whom Sovereignty Matters,” in Sovereignty Matters: Locations of 
Contestation and Possibility in Indigenous Struggles for Self-Determination, ed. Joanne Barker (Lincoln: University 
of Nebraska Press, 2005), 1–31. 
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this claim, Marshall cited depictions of these nations in geographical maps and political treaties 
and laws, thus ruling, in effect, that the Cherokee Nation functioned like a state but not a foreign 
nation-state: “The Indian territory is admitted to compose a part of the United States. In all our 
maps, geographical treaties, histories, and laws, it is so considered.”12 As important to the 
Marshall Court’s decision about the relationship between the state of Georgia and the Cherokee 
Nation was the response to the Cherokee Nation’s injunction. Marshall discredited the Cherokee 
Nation’s injunction filed in response to the State of Georgia’s laws about white settlement in 
Cherokee land, claiming that filing an injunction of this kind was a right only offered foreign 
nations. To support the decision, Marshall cited article 1, section 8, paragraph 3 of the 
Constitution: 
The article provides that the federal branch of the U.S. government has the sole 
right and responsibility “to regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian tribes.” Marshall argued that the clause 
intended to show a legal distinction between the categories of sovereigns that it 
employed—foreign nations, state governments, and Indian tribes. The task before 
the Court was to enumerate the distinction of ‘Indian tribes.13 
 
Marshall’s decision does not clarify how the court interprets the Constitution’s phrase “regulate 
Commerce,” despite the critical role this phrase seems to play in the Court’s interpretation. 
Following his discussion of article 1, section 8 he refers to the regulation of commerce as 
“regulating intercourse,” but offers little else in the way of clarification.14  
Marshall does emphasize the distinction among foreign nations, local states, and Indian 
tribes. This distinction leads Marshall to conclude that the Cherokee Nation did not function like 
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 Cherokee Nation v. Georgia 30 U.S. 1 (1831). 
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 Barker, “For Whom Sovereignty Matters,” 10. 
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 Jill Norgren interprets Marshall’s use of the commerce clause succinctly: “To build his narrative, Marshall teased 
apart the language of the commerce clause and manipulated history.” Jill Norgren, The Cherokee Cases: Two 
Landmark Federal Decisions in the Fight for Sovereignty (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2004), 101. 
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either a foreign nation or a local state, but rather as a “domestic dependent nation,” stripping the 
Cherokee Nation of power that either political container held for U.S. juridical and governmental 
proceedings. Marshall’s interpretation of the Constitution, his emphasis on mapping practices, 
and his enforcement of the juridical power of the “doctrine of discovery” to dictate sovereign 
rights over a territory, worked hard to unravel the conundrum that indigenous peoples posed for 
the U.S.: what to do with nations that the U.S. had clearly acknowledged through treaty-making 
as sovereign bodies and their inhabited territory that butted up against or were completely 
enveloped by the U.S. borders.
15
 
 In Worcester v. State of Georgia Marshall carries this logic further, arguing that the State 
of Georgia did not have jurisdiction over the Cherokee Nation because the Cherokee fell under 
the protection of the federal government but not the local state.
16
 Marshall continued to affirm an 
understanding of the Cherokee as a “domestic dependent nation,” but he also argued that the 
state of Georgia’s assertion that no white settlers could inhabit Cherokee land without consent 
from the state of Georgia was unconstitutional. The decision infuriated President Jackson, whose 
main interest was finding a way to move all indigenous peoples west. Jackson was famously 
quoted as responding “something to the effect that Marshall had made his laws, let him enforce 
them.” As Joanne Barker notes, “Jackson refused to send in the troops needed to defend 
Cherokee territory against Georgia’s retaliatory encroachment and instead sent in commissioners 
to negotiate treaties for Cherokee removal to Indian Territory.”17 Concomitantly, there was 
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rebellion in South Carolina against increased tariffs that resulted in nullification of a federal law 
in order to keep together the union of states, ceding federal control to local state power, 
demonstrating a slippery relationship between the federal nation-state and the local state. While 
Marshall found federal power to trump that of Georgia’s, Jackson and the U.S. government 
ceded that same federal power to the agency of South Carolina.   
 President Jackson and the state of Georgia’s unwillingness to comply with the Marshall 
Court’s decision showed the spatial, political, and judicial quagmire the U.S. faced in trying to 
uphold imperial interests in expansion and autonomous, contiguous sovereignty without ignoring 
the demands of indigenous nations. The Marshall Court-Jackson disagreement reveals the tug of 
war among states’ rights, federal law, and indigenous sovereignty acted out through much of the 
nineteenth century as the U.S. continued to expand and crystallize its borders. My dissertation 
explores the production and maintenance of these borders on the part of the U.S. and resistance 
to them among indigenous peoples. I put pressure on popular lore and scholarly periodization 
that highlight the Civil War and the Spanish American War as key moments for defining race 
and empire in the nineteenth century. Instead, I look at conflicts surrounding statehood and argue 
for their importance in codifying U.S. geopolitical power.   
As Cherokee Nation v. Georgia and Worcester v. State of Georgia establish, the authority 
of the local state and the reach of its map were not concretely defined. Rather, local states were 
plastic containers serving larger federal interests while still maintaining some autonomy. 
Marshall seemingly made a clear argument about what fell within the purview of the state of 
Georgia’s power, but something entirely different happened on the ground.18 President Jackson 
willingly turned a blind eye to encroachment on Cherokee territory by whites, and methodically 
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worked to remove the “problem” of Cherokee sovereignty, rather than find a compromise 
solution. The separate but equal logic under which indigenous nations functioned—the assertion 
that these nations and local states had a similar relationship to the nation-state that Marshall 
refers to from the first article of the Constitution—contains a separate hierarchy too. As we can 
see in Jackson’s decision to override the Marshall Court, indigenous rights were only upheld 
when they did not conflict with the rights of local states. In Wide Open Spaces I look at this 
power dynamic. I explore what happens in the shifts among indigenous space, U.S. territory, and 
U.S. statehood and how “territory” and “state” not only serve as geographic markers, but also as 
plastic political zones where the U.S. can engage in imperial tactics that would otherwise 
challenge the nationalist narratives of republican values and egalitarian democracy underpinning 
a U.S. sense of itself.
19
  
Some borders constructed by the U.S. were used to control and contain particular groups 
of people, but there were also alternative mappings—for example, in reappropriation of the term 
“Indian Country”—that challenged a U.S.-centric topography of America. Such mappings 
privilege stories that reveal a different past, a different sense of place from the standard U.S. 
settler narrative. In the case of Oklahoma, the official U.S. map of Indian Territory literally cut 
land into individual allotments, in response to the Dawes Act (1887) and Curtis Act (1898), and 
opened “excess” land for white settlement. At the same time, however, members of Indian 
Territory circulated print to weigh the options of statehood versus territory and explore the threat 
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that allotment and statehood could pose for Native people and indigenous nations in Oklahoma 
Territory and Indian Territory. In this project I focus on such moments in order unpack the 
fungibility of borders and what they were meant to contain, constrain, or divide. 
The growing interest in transnational studies challenges us to explore what happens to 
identity and sovereignty when borders blur and boundaries grow increasingly porous—in short, 
when we de-center the nation-state or explore its varied manifestations unimpeded by 
geographical or political borders. Shari Huhndorf elaborates on Michael A. Elliot’s assertion that 
a focus on transnational studies has shifted the focus on American imperialism away from 
indigenous peoples of North America to a focus on U.S. relations with nations and peoples more 
geographically distant.
20
  Huhndorf argues for the value in putting Native American studies and 
transnational studies in conversation with one another: 
Native American studies adds unique and crucial dimensions to critiques of U.S.  
imperialism, not least because it reveals American national identities, from their 
origins to the present, to be constituted through continuous colonial domination. 
During the same period that post-nationalist American studies emerged, the 
increasing importance of pantribal alliances (registered, among other places, in 
indigenous cultural production) began to complicate nationalist tendencies of 
Native culture and politics to foreground the shared colonial situation of global 
indigenous communities.
21
  
 
She continues on to say “in indigenous contexts, transnationalism enables a critical analysis of 
the ways colonization has reshaped Native societies and modes of resistance as well as the 
challenges indigeneity poses to global capitalism, empire, and colonial nation-states.”22 For 
Huhndorf, transnational American studies and Native American studies challenge one another to 
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think about scale and space in new ways. A transnational American studies interrogates 
colonialism on a more global scale, highlighting similarities across continents and peoples and 
inviting the shared knowledge of various forms of indigenous resistance. At the same time, 
Native American studies charges transnational American studies to think about the role of 
proximity when interrogating the relationships between the U.S. and other nations.   
I would also argue that transnationalism as a field of study invites us to look back to the 
initial moments of territorialization and expansion when precisely the opposite impulse 
materialized. While mine is not a transnational study at its core, at least not in the usual sense, it 
does share some of the same impulses and objectives as other cultural transnational studies. 
Instead of privileging the experiences of a particular tribe or nation, I am looking at structural 
and ideological practices of U.S. empire that spanned varied geographies and diverse peoples. 
Indigenous coalition-building in the nineteenth century, such as the 1870s discussions about 
forming a federation of Native nations across the plains or pantribal collaboration in Indian 
Territory as a response to allotment and statehood, were intentionally transnational, strategically 
challenging particular geopolitical boundaries at the moment when the federal state attempted to 
codify them. The logic of white settlement in Oklahoma Territory and Indian Territory in the late 
nineteenth century was not entirely dissimilar from the logic of neoliberal economic models of 
late capitalism that we see in the twenty-first century, reminding us that while transnationalism 
as a field of study and a category of analysis may be new in the scholarship, it is not a new 
concept.
23
  
There is value in thinking beyond the confines of the nation or nation-state, but I am 
interested in thinking about the production of borders because doing so challenges us to think 
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about the following two questions in particular: First, what is at stake for indigenous nationhood 
in privileging a transnational perspective? And second, is our current moment truly one of 
waning borders, or have the practices and logic that underpin nation-state governmentality 
simply begun to craft a new map? However, when one thinks at this scale one runs the risk of 
overriding the distinctions and specificity of the particular groups, nations, and individual 
experiences of U.S. colonialism. While there is value in thinking about broad moves of 
expansion and Manifest Destiny, one must not ignore the complexity and difference that 
characterized the experiences of different groups of Native people. Therefore, while my 
dissertation unpacks larger imperial and anti-imperial moves in the nineteenth century, it also 
attempts to anchor those discussions in specific places that serve as case studies, rather than as a 
master narrative that applies directly to the experiences of all indigenous peoples.  
In many ways my project speaks to Huhndorf’s comments about the value of conversing 
between the fields of American studies and Native American studies. In my project I look at the 
stories of U.S. expansion and imperialism and indigenous resistance to them. I pull from 
periodical writing (newspapers and magazines), government documents, and literature to unearth 
a richer narrative and map than that typically posed for understanding nineteenth-century U.S. 
empire. In so doing, I unpack the dialogue and exchange between both indigenous and imperial 
texts. My archive and my approach to my archive not only enable me to think about both, but 
they also allow me to articulate a narrative of U.S. expansion that understands the symbiotic 
relations between the real and the imagined in both the construction of and resistance to a 
narrative of U.S. exceptionalism and Manifest Destiny. Choctaw/Cherokee writer Louis Owens 
observes that “stories, I learned very early, make the world knowable and inhabitable. Stories 
16 
 
make the world, period.”24 The relationship between power, space, and narrative in nineteenth-
century American is undeniable. As noted by many scholars, the line between fact and fiction, 
particularly regarding Native people, was categorically murky.  
As New Western historian Richard Slotkin’s body of work reminds us, there was often a 
thin line between the imagined and the lived experiences of nineteenth-century settlers.
25
 This 
was not only true for literary writers, but also for esteemed historians. In Harry Sinclair Drago’s 
1964 introduction to Francis Parkman’s The Oregon Trail, he remarks on Parkman’s inability to 
parse out the difference between lived experience and fiction, despite his standing as one of the 
great U.S. historians of the nineteenth century:  
There is a touch of James Fenimore Cooper in this, which is understandable, for 
over the years Parkman was so engrossed (perhaps steeped is a better word) in the 
legendary Indian lore of the Leather Stocking Tales that late in his writing life he 
was sometimes troubled to be sure whether a line he had just written was wholly 
his own or something remembered from Cooper. […] Since The Oregon Trail 
deals largely with Indians, it should be noted that Mason Wade, the foremost 
Parkman authority, and other biographers, more or less agree that the primary 
purpose of Parkman’s tour of the high plains was to provide him with the 
opportunity to ‘familiarize himself with the habits, customs, and character of the 
Red Man in his still approximately savage state’.”26 
 
According to Drago, Parkman’s response to the writings of Cooper were so visceral that he had 
difficulty teasing out what he had actually experienced from what he had read in novels. 
Parkman’s interest in heading west in all likelihood came at least partially from his interest in 
experiencing the world of Indians he had read about in Cooper, making his actual experience 
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with the lands and peoples he encountered already colored by a sense of what he would find.
27
 
The case of Parkman reminds us of the often codependent relation between history and literature, 
particularly when pertaining to U.S. empire and Native people.  
Understandings of land, power, and peoples, as Owens reminds us, have always been 
created through stories. Partially through technological innovation and partially due to the ever 
increasing size of U.S. territory, print became a critical medium for articulating the beliefs and 
ideals of individuals and larger communities in the nineteenth century. To be sure, print was 
clearly a formidable medium before the nineteenth century, but technological innovations, most 
famously the invention of stereotype and the steam printing press, made the mass dissemination 
of printed material cheaper, more efficient, and easier to circulate across far distances. Print also 
maintained a level of authority as the medium of federal documentation and treaties.  
Sarah Winnemucca’s “rag friend” in Life Among the Piutes (1883) highlights the cultural 
currency and mobility of print and written text:  
He [her grandfather] shows us a more wonderful thing than all the others that he 
had brought. It was a paper, which he said could talk to him. He took it out and he 
would talk to it, and talk with it. He said, “This can talk to our white brothers, and 
our white sisters, and their children. […] He also said the paper can travel like the 
wind, and it can go and talk with their fathers and brothers and sisters, and come 
back to tell what they are doing.”28  
 
Official government documents, identification papers, periodicals, mail—these “rag friends” 
were critical to the mobility of power. The use of written texts and print to legitimize U.S. Indian 
policy has become almost common knowledge. Nonetheless, written text and print were also 
used by Native people and indigenous nations to combat the onset of U.S. imperial expansion. 
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Print was not exclusively a settler U.S. tool, as scholars like Phillip Round and Lisa Brooks have 
argued. In response to the question of whether someone writing in English and practicing 
Christianity is still an Indian, Abenaki scholar Lisa Brooks argues that the “focus on questions of 
authenticity and the maintenance of binaries that assume that the adoption of Christianity or 
literacy is concomitant with a complete loss of Native identity, has obscured the complex ways 
in which Native communities have adopted and adapted foreign ideas and instruments in 
particular places.”29 Round asserts the importance of print for Native writers and communities to 
combat encroachment from outside sources, arguing that “print provided these Native authors 
and their communities with a much-needed weapon in their battles against relocation, allotment, 
and cultural erasure.”30  Therefore, when possible I privilege Native writers and Native texts 
strategically, as a way in which to dislodge print as a medium that is somehow more amenable to 
a particular race and nation of people. I challenge the assumption that printed text is the sole 
property of the U.S., and I take up Muscogee (Creek) scholar Craig Womack’s charge to stop 
thinking about orality and literacy as in opposition to one another and instead to think of books 
as “a complement of oral tradition rather than a replacement.”31 As Womack points out in the 
example of the Mayan codices, written text cannot solely be attributable to European 
colonialism; texts and writing existed pre-contact as well. 
Like the nineteenth-century newspaper or magazine, which often paired news coverage 
and literature on the same page, I look at how texts that attempt to articulate the actual and those 
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that depict the imagined worked together to establish a narrative cartography of place. In the first 
half of the century there were still large swaths of Florida that remained a cartographic mystery. 
Before Florida was surveyed and U.S. readers had a clear sense of its geography, literary 
imaginings of the space stood in the stead of surveys. As soldiers prepared to invade Cuba in 
1898, they read Richard Henry Dana’s To Cuba and Back, written almost half a century earlier, 
to gain a sense of the island. In Ora V. Eddleman’s fin de siècle Twin Territories magazine, 
written for residents of Oklahoma and Indian Territory, one could find a poem by Creek author 
Alex Posey, a photograph of a local church intended to prove cultural and civic development, a 
fiery op-ed piece in which Eddleman denounces white encroachment into Indian Territory, and a 
sentimental short story written under her pseudonym, Minon Schrieber, all housed within four or 
five pages. Instead of viewing these as separate, autonomous artifacts, I work towards the 
narrative produced only when they are considered together.  
My thinking about these narratives is greatly influenced by the rich body of scholarship 
that has emerged from the field of Native American literary studies. Scholars like Lisa Brooks, 
Craig Womack, Robert Warrior, and Daniel Heath Justice have argued for the importance of 
acknowledging Native literary traditions and the importance of these traditions for Indigenous 
sovereignty and Native peoples. Like Justice’s my definition of literature is somewhat loose. In 
his seminal text, Our Fire Survives the Storm, Justice defines Cherokee literature as “anything 
that Cherokees write or speak with the intention of meaningful endurance or, as [Jace] Weaver 
proposes in That the People Might Live, ‘the total written output of a people’ that includes any 
literary attempt ‘to impress form on the relative formlessness of a life or a culture, to exercise 
selectivity over what is to be included and what is to be excluded, [which] is an act of literary 
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creation’”32 My project focuses primarily on printed texts, but it is consistent with the notion that 
writing is meant to enact or endure. I see literature as texts that are worldmaking—they aim to 
map or create a sense of identity or place. Therefore, I do not always distinguish between factual 
or historical accounts and those that are fictive or imagined. As Edward Said and Owens argue, 
both forms of narrative work together to construct the world we live in. For Said the imagined is 
as critical to thinking about geography and empire as the material. He writes, “I have kept in 
mind the idea that the earth is in effect one world, in which empty, uninhabited spaces virtually 
do not exist. Just as none of us is outside or beyond geography, none of us is completely free 
from the struggles over geography. That struggle is complex and interesting because it is not 
only about soldiers and cannons but also about ideas, about forms, about images, and 
imaginings.”33  
Chapter 1 begins with a study of combat and statehood in early nineteenth-century 
Florida, with special attention to the Second U.S.-Seminole War (1835-1842).  Inability to 
understand the “enemy” or the terrain of the land led to one of the longest and most expensive 
U.S. conflicts of the nineteenth century. By the end of the Seminole Wars, approximately 40,000 
U.S. troops had at one time or another been stationed in Florida in an attempt to deport a few 
thousand Seminoles and Black Seminoles to Indian Territory. The Seminole Wars trouble the 
narrative of Manifest Destiny and assertions of the naturalness of U.S. expansion; Florida was 
not an easy “win” for the U.S. and the money and lives lost raised questions about the cost of 
American exceptionalist foreign policy. The murky swamplands of this region, neither land nor 
water, epitomize the difficulties the U.S. faced in justifying Seminole removal and federal 
                                                 
32
 Daniel Heath Justice, Our Fire Survives the Storm: A Cherokee Literary History (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 2006). 
 
33
 Said, Culture and Imperialism, 7. 
21 
 
statehood over forty years of combat that spanned three wars with the Seminole. The U.S.-
Seminole wars offer a counternarrative to the one typically told about southeastern Indian 
Removal, as costly and unpopular military campaigns that failed to fully achieve their objective. 
Moreover, Seminole, Black Seminole, and African American alliances challenged prevailing 
notions of race and white egalitarianism.  
Chapter Two turns to mid-century and fin de siècle debates about Cuban annexation 
played out in English- and Spanish-language newspapers, political essays, and literature. Much 
of the rhetoric bolstering these annexation debates argued for the removal of Spanish colonialism 
in the name of "native" rule. This rhetoric not only masked the U.S.'s own imperial interests in 
Cuba, it also reproduced and countered narratives of U.S.-Indigenous relations on the continent. 
Discussion over Kansas statehood in the 1850s was in direct tension with schemes to annex 
Cuba. I investigate why Kansas, formerly part of Indian Territory, became a state and a 
seemingly more amenable space for the U.S. imperial project, while the U.S. maintained a more 
unusual relation to Cuba. In the filibustering years of the 1840s and 1850s, Cuban exiles and 
U.S. nationals alike argued for freedom from Spanish rule as liberatory, whether or not a 
postcolonial relation to Spain would result in U.S. annexation or independent nationhood. 
Arguments for U.S. annexation and the possibility of statehood obscured the inconsistencies of 
such a logic. Not only did such charges ignore the settler colonial project of U.S. nation-building, 
but they also chose to see U.S. involvement as different from that of Spain, as emancipatory 
rather than oppressive. Moreover, fantasies of a postcolonial Cuba invoked a sense of political 
and cultural indigeneity while simultaneously erasing the lived experiences of indigenous 
peoples on the island. Unlike my other chapters, this chapter explores why the U.S. decided not 
to annex Cuba, a choice that helped determine the trajectory of U.S. empire as one of continental 
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expansion, as well as a sense of its economic and political relation to the Caribbean. Of particular 
interest is the question of “why not”? What about Cuba made it less desirable for annexation than 
a space like Kansas? At the time, Kansas was part of the larger Indian Territory, so the question 
asks us to think about relations among the U.S., indigenous nations, and seemingly more foreign 
nations, like Cuba, in terms of U.S. imperial reach.  
The final two chapters serve as companion pieces that unpack statehood movements at 
the turn of the century in Indian Territory (present-day eastern Oklahoma), as well as the 
relationship between allotment, settlement, and statehood initiatives. Chapter 3 argues that print 
became a dominant medium for Native nations, communities, and individuals to resist greater 
U.S. intervention into Indian Territory, culminating in the 1905 State of Sequoyah movement. 
Sequoyah served as a tactical response to the dissolution of tribal governance planned for 1906. 
It was an attempt to maintain a sense of Native geopolitical sovereignty in the territory, rather 
than give the U.S. free reign to determine its future. Specifically, Sequoyah was an effort to best 
the U.S. at its own game—the production of statehood to overrun Native autonomy—and to use 
statehood politically and geographically to benefit Native peoples. Native editors and writers 
used print to demonstrate this sense of control and mastery. With the end of formal treating 
practices between the U.S. and Native people in the 1870s, the printed page became an additional 
tool in the continued effort to resist imperial control. 
 Chapter 4 focuses on Native writers, most of them also editors of Indian Territory 
magazines and newspapers, and how they used newspaper fiction and poetry to craft their own 
imaginings of Native space and statehood from the 1890s through the Sequoyah era of the early 
1900s. Some of these writers, most famously Alex Posey, have been understood as literary 
representatives of the moment, but often as singular, individualized examples of Native 
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American literary production. I argue, however, that like the newspapers and magazines they 
published in, these authors were not isolated literati, but were in conversation with one another—
when not in person, then through the pages of popular print. They employed various generic 
forms and print mediums to express themselves and make larger arguments about their 
communities and Indian Territory. For them, the process of settlement and statehood were not 
naturalized or inevitable, but were part of a larger systematic attempt to whittle away at Native 
control of the region. They used their writing to speak to multiple audiences, often 
simultaneously, in order to foster pantribal dialogue, address tribally-specific concerns, and 
performatively demonstrate to a white readership the strength, sophistication, and civility of 
Native peoples in the territory.  
These four chapters aim to assemble a structural account of U.S.-Indigenous relations in 
the nineteenth century rather than a regional or tribal one. Scholars like Ned Blackhawk and 
Pekka Hämäläinen provide illuminating accounts of focused geographical locales and peoples, 
but my work attempts to cast a different kind of net, jumping scale to look for commonalities 
across geographies and peoples to shed light on how such a large-scale project re-produced itself 
over expansive terrain and a lengthy timeline. While U.S. imperial ventures cannot be relegated 
solely to these locales, I focus on these four places because they offer different geographical and 
political interventions that speak to a variety of U.S. expansionist moves. On a basic geographic 
scale, as peninsula, island, and land-locked space, these four spaces created different challenges 
for U.S. conquest. However, my dissertation does not presume that these are the only spaces 
where contestation about what territory and statehood meant. Rather, my hope is that they serve 
as case studies that help to elucidate movements of U.S. empire promulgated in other geographic 
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regions throughout the nineteenth century, movements that also underlie continued U.S. 
interventions across the globe in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.  
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A Note on Terminology 
 I use the terms “Native” and “indigenous” to refer to peoples who have inhabited the 
space of the Americas from time immemorial. I try to use the term “indigenous” when talking 
about peoples with a long-standing, pre-colonial relationship to the land. Sometimes I am 
speaking about American Indian peoples as nations or thinking about them as collectivities in a 
larger international context. At other times, I am speaking about peoples who are native but do 
not identify as Native North American, like the Taíno in Cuba. I find Daniel Heath Justice’s 
definition of indigenous to be particularly useful in thinking about it as a term distinct from 
“Native” or “Indian.” For Justice “Indigenous as a proper noun is a more inclusive term referring 
to tribal peoples worldwide who maintain their kinship connections to a particular land and its 
inhabitants, and it includes American Indians and Aboriginal peoples, among others.”34 When 
speaking about people as collectivities or individuals but not in an explicitly political context, I 
use the term “Native” or the particular name of the tribe or nation. However, I do not see these 
terms as entirely separate from one another. 
 The terms “indigenous,” “empire,” and “imperialism” are difficult terms to define 
concretely. As Amy Kaplan asserts, it is often the absence of definition that characterizes U.S. 
empire, rather than a loud announcement of its power and presence.
35
 Therefore, my use of the 
terms “empire” and “imperialism” are contextual and not definitive. I specifically think about 
these concepts in relation to indigeneity, culture, and space. As such, I find Edward Said’s 
definitions of imperialism to be particularly useful. In Culture and Imperialism, Said says of 
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imperialism that “at some very basic level, imperialism means thinking about, settling on, 
controlling land that you do not possess, that is distant, that is lived on and owned by others.”36 
He says more specifically of U.S. empire that it is established on “the idea of ‘an imperium—a 
dominion, state, or sovereignty that would expand in population and territory, and increase in 
strength and power.”37 What seems critical about Said’s understanding of U.S. imperialism is the 
substitutability of “dominion,” “state,” or “sovereignty.” This definition indicates a flexibility 
about where the empire locates its power and control. Unlike European imperialism, which Said 
sees as disseminating from a central metropole, U.S. imperialism is less geographically locatable. 
While Washington D.C. may be the site of federal authority, it is not the economic or cultural 
hub of the nation. In the nineteenth-century that authority was housed in varying proportions in 
Philadelphia, Boston, or New York City. In my dissertation I understand “empire” as both a 
physical mapping and a political presence. I use “imperialism” to think about the rhetorical and 
cultural identity of empire. 
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Chapter 1: Swamped Territory and Seminole Presence 
 
Oh yes, it’s there in black and white,  
And we know who really won the fight! 
In your books you win a great battle, and it  
becomes historical lore. 
The Indian wins and it’s a massacre or the 
Heathens have started another Bloody War! 
 
Major Dade, Major Dade, 
The truth we must never let fade!
38
 
  
On September 6, 1823 Colonel James Gadsden spoke to Seminole leaders at Moultrie 
Creek, south of St. Augustine in the newly-acquired U.S. territory of Florida. President James 
Monroe had appointed him and a small group of commissioners to negotiate with the Indians in 
Florida and persuade them to move out of northern Florida to a reservation more centrally 
located in the territory. Throughout his speech, at least as it is recounted in the print archive, 
Gadsden goes to great lengths to offer a history of the region. He depicts the Seminoles as agents 
of ill will, violence, and combat, whose aggressiveness in the area stretched back well before 
U.S. control. In his exegesis, Gadsden describes the Seminoles’ breaking from the Creek nation 
approximately one hundred years before as illogical, leaving a place where they “had lands 
enough, and where the game was plenty.” He then charges that upon their arrival in Florida the 
Seminoles were stronger than the indigenous Yemassees and the Spanish, using their strength to 
kill the warriors of the “Yemassee Nation,” enslave their women, and eventually exterminate 
them, while also destroying the property of the Spanish. For Gadsden, however, times have 
changed. Power has shifted since the U.S. gained control of Florida, and now “the white men are 
strong, and the Seminoles are weak,” and the Seminole could be easily exterminated by the white 
men like “deer of the forest.” Nonetheless, Gadsden assures the Seminole delegation that the 
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President, “like a kind father,” will not seek vengeance, even though “his whites are strong and 
might exterminate” the Seminoles. Instead, President Monroe—and more accurately, agents of 
the U.S. government—will “protect his red children. He will place them by themselves, mark 
their boundaries, so that there shall be no more disputes between his children; no more wars; but 
all live like friends and brothers.”39  
 In this account, Gadsden’s language is aggressively insistent, both in its implied threat of 
what the U.S. could do if the Seminoles do not comply with removal to the reservation and in its 
assertion of a particular narrative of Florida history. He provides a timeline that tries to strip a 
sense of indigenous claim to the land, insisting that both the Yemasees and the Spanish were 
living in peace in Florida before the Seminoles arrived. Gadsden’s narration of the Seminoles as 
a violent people who brought great bloodshed, genocide, and other horrors to the peninsula 
alludes to them as a threat to peace and prosperity for all peoples in the region.   In Gadsden’s 
assurance that the whites “might take vengeance for what [the Seminoles] did to the Spanish and 
Yemasses; but [they] will not: [they] will forget what has passed,” he positions the U.S. as a 
benevolent agent, bringing peace to the region through its recent acquisition of Florida 
territory.
40
 Moreover, in his attempt to construct an affinity between the Seminoles and the U.S. 
as both external invaders to Florida seeking control of the space through force, Gadsden 
ostensibly rejects the notion that the Seminole have an a priori relationship to the territory that 
superseded U.S. control.  
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Gadsden’s history lesson is representative of many rhetorical assertions used to justify 
and authorize U.S. settlement of Florida during the first half of the nineteenth century. My 
argument here is not that the place understood as Florida territory by the U.S. in the 1820s did 
not have a complex, contested history of movement, conflict, and change, but rather that 
Gadsden, as mouthpiece for the federal government, implicates the Seminoles in a settler 
narrative of relation to the space, disavowing the violent history of U.S.-Native conflict prior to 
official U.S. interventions. Moreover, his account of the Seminole as choosing to leave the 
Creeks in Alabama  and the surrounding area obfuscates the U.S. attacks and warfare that drove 
many Creeks to flee to Florida in the first place.  
The current home page for the Seminole Tribe of Florida offers the following one-line 
statement: “The Seminole Tribe of Florida is a Federally Recognized Indian Tribe, the only tribe 
in America who never signed a peace treaty.”41  Not only did the Seminole never sign a peace 
treaty (at least after the U.S.-Seminole Wars), they also fought the U.S. throughout the first half 
of the nineteenth century in conflicts that have come to be termed The First U.S.-Seminole War 
(1816-18), The Second U.S.-Seminole War (1835-42), and the Third U.S.-Seminole War (1855-
58).
42
 These conflicts were expensive for the United States. By 1842 and the end of the Second 
U.S.-Seminole War (also called the Florida War), President John Tyler called for the end of U.S. 
combat against Seminoles because “over $20 million had been spent, 1500 American soldiers 
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had died and still no formal peace treaty had been signed.”43 As Seminole Wars historians John 
Missal and Mary Lou Missal note, “to the people of the time, the Second Seminole War was an 
important event—not necessarily the most important subject for discussion, but one everyone 
knew about and concerning which many had strong opinions.”44 However, “for the nation as a 
whole the war was often seen as a moral failure,” and many Americans felt that the Seminole 
were treated unjustly. In addition to the material impact of 40 years of U.S.-Seminole combat, 
the inability of the U.S. to fully remove indigenous communities from Florida placed a great deal 
of strain on the ideological arguments underpinning the Manifest Destiny of U.S. expansion, the 
fantasy of the vanishing Indian, and the feasibility of a complete removal of all southeastern 
Native peoples.  
An 1823 letter sent by Governor William Duval, Colonel Gadsden, and Bernardo Sequi 
to Secretary of War John C. Calhoun embodies the settler colonial desire to obtain the land of 
Florida for its economic and geopolitical potentials and the fantasy of Indian absence that this 
desire instantiated: “It was a misfortune to Florida, as a frontier territory, and with her maritime 
exposure, to have any tribes of Indians within her boundaries. It would have been a national 
benefit to have removed them to a more interior position.”45 Sent just months before President 
James Monroe proclaimed his Monroe Doctrine to Congress, this letter describes the Native 
peoples of Florida as a blight on the promise the territory offers as an appendage to the ever-
growing expanses of the U.S.
46
 In eerie foreshadowing of a logic that would continue to mark the 
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next three decades of combat, they imagine removal of all of the Florida Indians west to an 
“interior position,” in which the Indian no longer poses an inconvenience to the transformation 
of Florida territory into a strong port of accesss to the Caribbean, as well as to Central and South 
America.  
Florida did not officially become a U.S. territory until 1822, but there had been interest in 
it well before that. The First U.S.-Seminole War was, in fact, the result of U.S. intrusion onto 
Spanish territory in Florida, and troops led by Andrew Jackson showed little regard for territorial 
boundaries. Eventually, as a result of the conflict of the First U.S.-Seminole War, the U.S. gained 
control over both East and West Florida when John Quincy Adams and Luis de Onís signed the 
Adams-Onís treaty on February 22, 1819.  At the time of the negotiations, and throughout much 
of the Second U.S.-Seminole War, the actual geography of Florida (or the Floridas, as they were 
still called) posed problems to a sense of the place as a cohesive whole. The Floridian 
swamplands, neither land nor water, which soldiers had great difficulty navigating, reflect the 
categorical ruptures that fueled the wars.  The years of warfare in Florida, and the years of 
territoriality in particular (1822-1845), marked a desire to shape the peninsula into a geopolity 
legible to U.S. narratives of manifest destiny and expansion. These were also years marred by 
continued projects of removal in the southeast, as the U.S. government forcibly expelled Native 
peoples from their homelands. In Florida, the Seminole made removal a particularly difficult task 
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and challenged the notions of U.S. beneficence and military superiority used as a prevailing logic 
for Indian Removal.  
During the first half of the nineteenth century the larger peninsula of Florida was mostly 
an unknown to the U.S. majority—large swaths of the region had yet to be surveyed.47 Instead, 
what dominated was a tension between the romantic narrative of Florida as Edenic paradise and 
news coverage of the war that reported the death and disease experienced by soldiers unfamiliar 
with the environment and climate. In 1836 an anonymous writer wrote the following in the 
Knickebocker Magazine: “EAST FLORIDA, the ‘land of flowers’—‘sweet Florida’—is the land 
of fiction, and always has been so. In this sense, it may be the land of poetry, but in sober earnest 
it is for the most part a flat, pine barren, full of swamps; and where there are hills, they are sand 
hills, which frequently fall through, and reveal a pond of water—so that the word terra firma has 
no application to this territory.”48 The mystery surrounding Floridian terrain invited an aesthetic 
fantasy that was also bogged down with fear and anxiety about the unknown, often racially other, 
space. In her discussion of what she terms the Caribbean “plantation zone,” Monique Allewaert 
describes this tension as one that “confounded Anglo-European efforts to mine American 
landscapes to produce commodities, to further science, and to fulfill conventional aesthetic 
categories—ranging from the picturesque to the sublime. Instead of making economic, objective, 
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or aesthetic use of swamplands, Anglo-Europeans were repeatedly sucked into their dense 
networks.”49 These “dense networks” made a drive for statehood and increased U.S. settlement a 
tricky process—and one that would test the feasibility of sustaining and expanding an empire 
couched in liberal principles.  
The geography proved both a material and an ideological challenge to narratives of 
national expansion. As Michele Currie Navakas argues of geographical understandings of 
Florida in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Florida potentially posed a threat to 
the federalist ideals underpinning the nascent nation-state, demonstrating its limits. If one goal of 
federalism was to systematize and normativize space, then a locale like Florida proved troubling. 
There was still confusion as to whether the territory was a peninsula, a series of islands, or a 
shifting, amorphous collage of water, vegetation, and earth.
50
 Navakas observes: 
Several stories of Florida were published during the first half of the nineteenth 
century, as Americans faced the significant conceptual challenge of imagining 
south Florida as an extension of the nation. […] In such stories Florida emerges as 
a place that offers new prospects for American character—ones that thrive in the 
absence of solid ground. They suggest that Florida's fragmentation and dissolution 
would not dissolve nationhood but, rather, revise it, so that it could accommodate 
forms of belonging, community, and economy that take shape on shifting 
ground.
51
  
 
The complex way that Florida was read as space and the Seminole were read as peoples is seen 
in the memoirs and literary writings that emerge from the wars. Much of the poetry, prose, 
journalism, and U.S. government documents toggle between critique and optimism, often in 
inconsistent ways that echo the Knickerbocker Magazine article. These documents show how 
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U.S. settler logic struggled to uphold stereotypes of indigenous peoples and blacks that would 
justify the continuation of Removal and slavery. This is not to say that these documents are any 
more trustworthy or viable than the records left by the Seminole; if anything, analysis of U.S. 
accounts shows the disturbing lengths writers were willing to go to uphold systems of oppression 
and the haunting backlash that such systems provoked—politically, culturally, and individually.  
The complexities residing in the issues of race and nation were simply masked, not erased, and 
served as specters to the narratives, sublimated into the murky landscape of Florida.   
This was also an era of dramatic changes in print production and dissemination, and a 
thriving print culture attempted to capture, narrate, and make sense of a project of settler 
expansion that could not always find the hammock in the swamp, one might say. The three wars 
marked the first time the United States had to concede military failure to a print-reading U.S. 
public. This failure was further compounded by the fact that the army was not defeated by a large 
military power but by seemingly more modest groups of Native peoples, Black Seminoles, free 
blacks, and runaway slaves. The ability of these communities to challenge the U.S. to a long, 
costly, multi-decade fight for Florida put pressure on the notion that Indian Removal in the 
southeast would be a fairly painless process with Native people easily conceding their 
homelands. The entire project of Jacksonian Indian policy was severely put to the test, and 
Seminole peoples raised both pragmatic and moral questions about its feasibility. Despite the 
desire to “read” Florida as an Edenic paradise full of promise for settlement and statehood, 
Native peoples in Florida offered a double refusal that challenged the romantic notion of an 
incorporated territory. Native people refused to be made entirely legible or accessible to a 
geographically expansive print-reading public. As such, they were simultaneously present and 
35 
 
absent—unwilling to vanish, but also unwilling to be entirely consumable, accessible, and 
therefore, assimilable.       
Gadsden’s treaty negotiations at Moultrie Creek were the first formal step in a series of 
tactics the federal government used to determine what to do with the Native peoples of Florida. 
Ethical and logistical concerns drove debate about whether reservations or removal west would 
be more feasible. Moultrie Creek was an attempt to move most Native communities to a 
reservation in the central region of Florida territory after pressure from settlers in North Florida 
to “do something” about the Seminole problem. White settlers felt the presence of Native 
peoples was stunting the growth of U.S. territorial communities and making the region appear 
undesirable for increased economic growth and development—two crucial steps toward 
statehood.  The land for the reservation was assumed to be less fertile and advantageous to 
agriculture than many other portions of the territory, and it was demarcated in such a way as to 
make trade with Cuba, an important economic resource for Native communities in Florida, 
inaccessible—placing Native communities at some distance from oceanic access, and ideally in a 
less agriculturally desirable area far away from larger U.S. settlements.
52
 But while there was a 
sense of what the U.S. government and Indian Affairs did not want the reservation to include, 
there was less awareness of the actual parameters of the region.  
An October letter from the office of Indian Affairs in Florida shows disagreement about 
the boundary lines of the “Southern reserve.” There were already white settlements in the area 
initially assigned to the Seminoles. Moreover, in the Alachua there was an area known as the 
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“Big Swamp”’ and another known as the “Big Hammock” and there was miscommunication 
between the President, Indian agents, and Colonel Gadsden’s survey map about which one was 
referenced when plotting the reservation boundaries. This disagreement about the borders echoed 
similar concerns raised during the Moultrie Creek negotiations. In a letter to Colonel Thomas L. 
McKenney, Superintendent of Indian Affairs, from George Walton, Acting Governor of Florida 
at the time, Walton not only explains the confusion, but also notes that the boundary lines had 
been contended since the signing of the treaty, not only among territorial and federal officials, 
but between both treating parties:  
It is, however, proper at the same time to state, that the Indians themselves have 
always contended for the grant of the Big Swamp, and this fact no doubt has 
measurably contributed to continue the agent in his error as to the place actually 
designated for the occupancy of the Indians; and until I have conversed with Col. 
Gadsden and examined his map, I was myself under an impression that the Big 
Swamp was the place intended to have been granted.
53
 
 
Walton’s letter reveals communication gaps about the actions taken in Florida, but also evinces a 
general ignorance about the landscape itself; the swampy interstitial space of land and water 
challenged one of the foundational principles undergirding the logic of a reservation system—the 
desire for fixed borders and a segregated population. This gap between accurate surveying and 
militarized surveillance would continually irritate U.S. governmental attempts to gain a sense of 
mastery and control over the new territory. The Seminoles repeatedly capitalized on it and used it 
to push geopolitical settler boundaries. It is these gaps, these layered negotiations that drive this 
chapter. 
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“X” Marks the Spot   
In this context, a comment Seminole leader and chief spokesperson Neamathla made at 
the Moultrie Creek talks promises to make sense of the ways Seminoles attempted to manipulate 
negotiations with the U.S. government to their own ends, capitalizing on the government’s lack 
of knowledge about the Seminoles and about Florida.  A few days after Gadsden’s history lesson 
and veiled threats, Neamathla expressed his dissatisfaction with moving to the reservation. He 
had been appointed to stand in as the representative for the Seminoles, although Seminole social 
and political structures did not typically name a singular leader. Neamathla is quoted as saying:  
We are poor and needy; we do not come here to murmur or complain; we want 
advice and assistance; we rely upon your justice and humanity; we hope that you 
will not send us south to a country where neither the hickory nut, the acorn, nor 
the persimmons grows; we depend much upon these productions of the forest for 
food; in the south they are not to be found. For me, I am old and poor; too poor to 
move from my village to the south. My cabins have been built with my own 
hands; my fields cultivated by my only self. I am attached to the spot improved by 
my own labor, and cannot believe that my friends will drive me from it.
54
       
 
Neamathla’s comments, at least as they are transcribed from the treaty negotiations, run 
completely counter to the assertions made by Gadsden. Neamathla begins by speaking in the 
plural, through the iteration of a series of dyads: murmur and complaint, advice and assistance, 
justice and humanity. He reinforces a we/you relationship in which the needs of the “we” 
Seminoles are to be met by the “you” U.S. government and territorial officials.  
At the end of Neamathla’s comments, however, he shifts to a first person plea about his 
particular state of affairs. An “old/poor” dyad takes over as Neamathla positions himself as too 
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feeble to make the trek south and start over. He describes himself as a self-sufficient farmer, 
performing the yeomanry that had not only served as a useful narrative for U.S. territorial 
expansion, but also as Thomas Jefferson’s notion of ideal citizenship. He is “attached to the spot 
improved by [his] own labor,” much like the ideal white settler recruited to move to the territory, 
transforming Florida into an agriculturally developed and economically prosperous appendage of 
the settler nation. He responds to the reiterations of kindness and patriarchal beneficence with an 
almost submissive assertion of trust. As such, his speech erodes the narrative of Seminole 
belligerence espoused by Gadsden and instead posits himself (single subject), but also the 
Seminole people (collective nation) as external to the U.S., and indebted to the good will and 
driving liberal principles of the U.S. nation, assuming that “justice and humanity” will prevail.  
 The written record gives us in these accounts two very different perspectives on a critical 
moment for both Seminole self-determination and U.S. political control of Florida territory. 
Particularly palpable in both Gadsen’s and Neamathla’s speeches are the subtexts, the 
undercurrents of what both men are saying. While one can read Neamathla’s concerns as 
defeatist, subservient, or possibly even pleading in tone, other moments in the archives challenge 
this reading. During negotiations he was quoted as being unwilling to supply a concrete estimate 
of the number of blacks living in the nation. His withholding of information would not only 
make it more difficult for U.S. officials to get a composite sense of the entire population, but also 
potentially protected against extraction of blacks, particularly Black Seminole slaves, from 
Native communities, a Seminole fear that continued throughout the next fifteen years of 
negotiations, warfare, and eventual removal.
55
 Not only were the Seminole a slave-holding 
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people, they also worked closely with black communities of maroons, runaway slaves, and other 
free blacks to challenge U.S. encroachment.  
U.S. and territorial officials also suspected that Neamathla and others were not entirely 
transparent in their conversations with territorial leaders. In a letter dated January 12, 1824 
Florida Governor William Pope Duval wrote to Secretary of War Calhoun that he was suspicious 
of Neamathla: 
I am sorry to say that the Indians under the immediate command of Nea Mathla 
have been concerned in killing the cattle, in two days after the troops at St. Marks 
were removed. I have taken great pains to understand the real feeling of the 
Indians toward us, and can rely with some confidence on the friendship of all the 
Chiefs except Neamathla. He is a man of uncommon capacity, bold, violent, and 
restless. He cannot submit to a superior, nor endure an equal. No reliance can be 
placed on him, and his men are the most lawless and vile of the Indians in Florida. 
I feel confident that they will not remove into the boundary given to them by the 
late treaty, unless there is a military force in the vicinity to overawe them.
56
  
 
Neamathla continued to pose a problem for Florida officials. His intelligence and military savvy 
both impressed and terrified those whites negotiating with him and his people, but Duval and 
others repeatedly express a desire to pacify him, to demonstrate the sheer power and expanse of 
the U.S. in order to gain his allegiance and ultimate submission. Nonetheless, they are never sure 
where they stand with him, caught on the shaky ground between swamp and hammock, not 
entirely surefooted.   
The layered meanings in both Gadsden’s and Neamathla’s orations are not so much 
doublespeak as they are the recitation of a particular performance that hits a series of formalist 
notes punctuated by an undercurrent of histories of discord and conflict, perhaps what Chickasaw 
scholar Jodi Byrd might call “cacophonous.” The aggression that will ensue if the Seminoles do 
not comply and move to the reservation is palpable in Gadsden’s speech, and Neamathla’s 
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response is not necessarily defeatist. It recognizes the intentions driving the U.S. government to 
construct a reservation—to disempower the Seminoles, distance them from (mostly white) 
settlers in the area, and thus make Florida a more enticing prospect for settlement, economic 
development and, eventually, statehood.  
Scott Richard Lyons’ notion of the x-mark proves helpful in unpacking not only the 
Treaty of Moultrie Creek discussions, but also the territorial years and three U.S.-Seminole Wars 
that marked the first half of the nineteenth century in Florida, a space and time for which the 
marker “antebellum” does not seem entirely apropos, as much of these years were colored by 
combat, either formal warfare or border skirmishes. While x-marks served as “signifiers of 
presence and agreement” on the part of “Indian interlocutors” during treaty negotiations in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Lyons understands the x-mark as simultaneously a sign of 
“consent,” of “coercion,” and of “contamination […] It signifies power under duress, but power 
nonetheless.” While these signatures were often made under difficult circumstances with limited 
choice, “there is always the prospect of slippage, indeterminacy, unforeseen consequences, or 
unintended results.”57 If we understand them this way, x-marks define decisions that are not 
indigenous in origin, but Native expressions that emerge from cultural contestation, butting up 
against the pressures of colonialism. For Lyons, “to understand these Native texts requires a 
vigilant awareness of the discursive formations that created their contexts, as early Native writers 
were always acutely aware of their rhetorical contexts and addressed them accordingly, 
sometimes through challenging or appropriating the dominant discourses of their day.”58 
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 In the case of Florida during the first half of the nineteenth century, many of the Native-
penned texts or records in the print archive are treaty x-marks or secondhand accounts of 
speeches and conversations with Miccosuki and Seminole leaders, negotiators, or those Lyons 
calls “Indian interlocutors,” often translated and then transcribed from utterance to the space of 
the printed or written page. What we might think of as the traditional print record is scarce, and 
for a number of reasons, including the material conditions of Native lives in Florida. During 
times of warfare, communities were often on the move with little access to permanent lodging 
and campsites, let alone printing presses. In addition, the record we have is often filtered through 
a series of translators, transcriptions, and written mediums. Like Jacques Derrida’s concept of 
différance, the Seminole voices we hear both differ and defer, understood contextually and in 
relation to other utterances. These utterances, I would argue, are not only gleaned from the 
white-dominated, English-language archive, but also from the continued articulations of 
Seminole identity and presence in Florida.
59
 The survivance of the Seminoles affronts the desire 
for a Florida expunged of indigenous peoples, a territory stripped from its past, a tabula rasa for 
U.S. expansion beyond the parameters of the non-peninsular continent.  
And one must not forget that the x-marks of the treaties were matched by the x-marks of 
U.S. military uniforms. While the “x” was used as a signature of consent and coercion for Native 
peoples and a compromised form of conversation, one of the official military uniforms included 
white crossbelts in the early years of the Second U.S.-Seminole War,. These x-marks made 
soldiers easy targets during guerilla combat in the swamps. They were part of a formal military 
uniform implemented by General Winfield Scott, which proved both disadvantageous in actual 
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combat and demonstrated a complete disconnection from the kind of fighting the Seminoles and 
the Florida terrain demanded.
60
   
Keeping these spatial, temporal, and archival challenges in mind, the methodological 
choices made in accounting for the nineteenth century are vexed. We should be careful not to use 
an entirely settler colonial archive to frame a project about the Native people of Florida.  But this 
proves to be a difficult challenge for a number of reasons. There is extensive writing in settler 
newspapers, by white soldiers, by the U.S. government, and by literary writers addressing 
Seminole resistance and Florida statehood. Ned Buntline, who would later garner fame for his 
city mysteries and a dime novel that launched William Cody’s fame as Buffalo Bill, allegedly 
fought in Second U.S.-Seminole War and wrote multiple narratives about Florida, including The 
White Wizard, which ostensibly narrates the Second U.S.-Seminole War. Walt Whitman 
included the poem “Osceola” in a later edition of Leaves of Grass, Emerson commented on U.S. 
interventions in Florida, and many poets, both named and anonymous, wrote literature dedicated 
to esteemed Seminole figures like Osceola. But the problem we face in privileging these works is 
that they perpetuate a white (mostly male)-narrated chronicle.  
 To counter that body of work one often finds in the archives the secondhand accounts of 
Seminoles as told by U.S. soldiers and Indian agents, often sieved through at least one layer of 
translation. To shape the project in ways that feel more ethically sound, I have had to challenge 
my conception of literary studies and what the literary allows us to “do” as readers and scholars. 
This poses important questions. How might we, as scholars interested in early Native South 
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studies, critically engage methodology and the archive in the interest of making primary an 
insistence on the continued presence of Native peoples in the South? What allegiances are 
privileged and what possible readings are obfuscated? And finally, what can literary studies offer 
“Native South” studies that other disciplines, like history or anthropology, cannot? These 
questions are not resolved by this chapter, nor should they be. Moreover, they are not the central 
focus of my project. But I raise them in the hope that this chapter’s discussion of Florida territory 
and its Native inhabitants in the nineteenth century will initiate a larger conversation about the 
stakes of archive and method in thinking about the continued presence of indigenous 
southeastern peoples and a recognition that the process of Removal was not entirely successful.     
Exciting work like The Common Pot, in which Lisa Brooks recovers Native space in New 
England, or Jean O’Brien’s Firsting and Lasting, assert a strong indigenous presence in the 
northeast despite prevailing settler colonial assertions of erasure and extinction. Works like those 
of Brooks and O’Brien begin to offer insight into methodological and textual possibilities for 
early American studies of southeastern peoples, with the knowledge that the cultural, political, 
and colonial experiences of southeastern peoples were in many ways distinct from those of 
Native nations and communities to the north. Daniel Heath Justice offers a rich Cherokee literary 
history in Our Fire Survives the Storm, but the question remains, at least for me, in regards to 
Florida. The Seminole did not produce a robust “traditional” material archive during the first half 
of the nineteenth-century. Print, and literacy to an extent, seemingly did not serve Seminole 
refusals to remove, which hinged on seclusion and escape from U.S. military and settler eyes, as 
well as mobility. So how does one account for Seminole presence in the face of archival 
absence? For the chapter, I have compiled an extensive archive that spans an eclectic array of 
sources, and includes a turn to twentieth and twenty-first century sources and Floridian-Native 
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relations. The remainder of this chapter offers some context for the U.S.’s acquisition of Florida 
territory and the three U.S.-Seminole Wars. I then move into a discussion of the white (male) 
print archive that responded to these conflicts, and the distillation of U.S. anxieties about 
removal and warfare in the figure of Osceola. Next, I gesture to the significance of Florida for 
African American writers who saw Seminole allegiances with Black Seminoles, maroon 
communities, and other communities of color in Florida as an inspiring example of anti-imperial 
alliance and resistance to U.S. racial codes. From there, I turn to Seminole voices that often stand 
in contrast to this U.S.-based canon.  The chapter concludes with Seminole cultural, economic, 
and political gains in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries that have made the Seminole a 
powerful force in Florida. This temporal and material range offers a sense of this palimpsestic 
territory. While statehood formally initiated Florida into the Union in 1845, it continues to be 
read as an uncanny U.S. space—not quite the South, not quite the Caribbean. While this is true 
for many locales throughout the Gulf and Caribbean, Florida is a particularly palpable 
example—sticking out like the sore thumb of the Atlantic seaboard.   
 
 
Contested Territory 
Florida’s palimpsestic past was marked by a series of European and U.S. imperial 
interests through its geographic proximity to both the Caribbean and the continent. Shortly after 
independence from Britain, the U.S. demonstrated great interest in acquiring Florida. In the name 
of this project lofty assertions about the scope of U.S. territorial control began to take a 
southward (and hemispheric) turn. On January 15, 1811 Congress passed the “No-Transfer 
Resolution,” a warning to Spain that if Florida territory “pass[ed] into the hands of any foreign 
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Power” the United States would take action to secure the territory. Congress argued the 
following:  
Taking into view the peculiar position of Spain and her American provinces and 
considering the influence which the destiny of the territory adjoining the southern 
boundary of the United States may have upon their security, tranquility, and 
commerce: Therefore, Resolved, by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled, that the United States, under 
the peculiar circumstances of the existing crisis, cannot without serious inquietude 
see any part of the said territory pass into the hands of any foreign Power; and that 
a due regard to their own safety compels them to provide under certain 
contingencies for the temporary occupation of the said territory; they at the same 
time, declare that the said territory shall, in their hands, remain subject to a future 
negotiation.
61
  
 
Eleven years before Florida would officially become U.S. territory and twelve years before the 
Monroe Doctrine, Congress asserted the right to invade the “said territory.” Of interest in the 
statement is its emphasis on the “peculiarity” of conflict over Florida and its assertion of a pre-
ordained future as part of the U.S. Years before the Monroe Doctrine, we see the U.S. avow  
power based on its “peculiar” proximity to territory. While Florida is graciously allowed to 
maintain its identity as a Spanish territory in the resolution, Congress dictates that Florida’s 
inevitable destiny will result in U.S. occupation—a rhetoric repeated continuously throughout 
later conflicts across the continent and beyond.  
The No-Transfer Resolution responded to U.S. concerns that Florida would be turned 
over to Great Britain. This raised great anxieties for U.S. politicians—a mere year before formal 
hostilities broke out between the two countries—but it also signaled an imperial struggle over 
Florida that stretched back to 1763. With the end of the Seven Years War, Britain agreed to 
return Havana if Spain would grant Britain control of its Florida territory. Upon gaining the 
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territory, Britain split the space into two—East Florida and West Florida. Twenty years later 
Spain regained control of the territory, but U.S. interest in the two Floridas increased following 
independence from Britain. Over the next thirty years numerous individuals and groups hatched 
schemes to wrest control from the Spanish.
62
 
Throughout the Madison presidency the U.S. “whittled away at and violated the 
sovereignty” of Spanish Florida.63 The annexation of West Florida in 1810, the War of 1812, the 
U.S.-Creek War of 1813-14, Andrew Jackson’s occupation in 1814 and again in 1818, and the 
destruction of the Negro Fort in 1816 were all part of a long-term campaign to gain U.S. control. 
While the No-Transfer Resolution imagined Florida would inevitably become U.S. territory, 
these projects at the start of the nineteenth century demonstrate a far more difficult struggle. 
Historian Virginia Peters argues that “there can be no doubt that it was the land of the Indians 
and the persons of the ex-slaves that were the real objective for the Americans who hoped to take 
over East Florida. It would be no minor tragedy for Americans that the two minorities chose to 
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unite in order to protect themselves.”64 Seminole Wars historian John Mahon argues that the U.S. 
government attempted to “drape its activity in rectitude” throughout the repeated invasions into 
Florida, and that President Madison alleged to Congress “that the hostility of the Seminoles, 
altogether unprovoked, stemmed from long-standing antagonism to the United States. As for 
Spain, American invasion of the Floridas was justified on the ground of self-defense.”65 
And these U.S. efforts did not end with the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty which declared 
Florida U.S. territory. Nor did they end with the official creation of Florida Territory three years 
later. Conflict would continue well into the 1850s, years after Florida statehood, as the Native 
people of Florida, Black Seminoles, and maroon communities—groups that had retained a 
constant relationship to the land throughout the numerous European and U.S. power struggles of 
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries—resisted U.S. encroachment and surveillance.  
According to Seminole scholar Susan A. Miller territorial struggles established the 
Seminole as a separate, autonomous people a century before:  
In the eighteenth century, a series of migrations brought in three of the groups of 
towns that would form the Seminole Nation. The fourth group arrived in the 
nineteenth century. By the outbreak of the war with the Americans in 1835, those 
four groups of towns—the Apalachees (Mekusukeys), Alachuas, Apalachicolas, 
and Redsticks—appear to have been four largely autonomous regional chiefdoms 
that began merging into a single Seminole nation not long before the war and the 
Removal.
66
    
 
These Seminole peoples came together, to some extent, to challenge the increased intervention of 
the U.S. into Florida. Seminoles, blacks, and Black Seminoles in the area had an investment in 
protecting themselves against U.S. intervention, which brought an erosion of tribal sovereignty 
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and loss of land for the Seminoles. For blacks it also meant the loss of freedom, and for Black 
Seminoles enslavement under the more pernicious institution of U.S. slavery. 
  
Warfare in “Antebellum” Florida 
U.S. attempts to erode sovereignty and spur land loss in Florida came in the form of three 
treaties, the Treaty of Moultrie Creek (1823), the Treaty of Payne’s Landing (1832), and the 
Treaty of Fort Gibson (1833). The Treaty of Moultrie Creek, discussed earlier in this chapter, 
established a reservation for Seminoles in the center of the territory. Up to that point, as John 
Missal and Mary Lou Missal attest, the Seminole felt they owned the bulk of the peninsula, 
barring the area surrounding St. Augustine, and that “as far as the Seminoles (and sympathetic 
whites) were concerned, almost all of Florida still belonged to the Indians.”67 The treaty turned 
over all land rights, except for reservation land, to the U.S. government and is generally 
understood as an act of coercion on the part of the U.S., not a treaty negotiated on an equal 
playing field. The years on the reservation were difficult, with cramped conditions and 
inadequate food and supplies. At times, Seminoles had to raid and steal cattle to survive.
68
  
In 1832, just two years after the Indian Removal Act, and just one year after whites 
petitioned the federal government to remove Native people from Florida entirely, a meeting was 
held at Payne’s Landing.69 While the two sides met at Payne’s Landing in May of 1832, agent 
for the War Department James Gadsden never submitted minutes of the discussions. The treaty 
was signed on May 9 and while “the marks of seven chiefs and eight subchiefs appear on it. […] 
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rumors circulated that none of the senior chiefs had made their marks.”70 Under Payne’s 
Landing, the Seminoles agreed to move west to the same area where the U.S. removed other 
southeastern tribes in Indian Territory. If they found the land suitable, the Seminole would move 
there and join part of the Creek federation. In 1833, leaders visited Arkansas territory in the west 
and allegedly signed the Treaty of Fort Gibson, agreeing that the land was acceptable. However, 
“most of the delegation either denied signing the agreement at Fort Gibson or insisted they had 
been forced to sign. More important, the delegation claimed they did not have the power to make 
the decision to emigrate for the whole Seminole Nation.”71 According to M.M. Cohen, a soldier 
who participated in the Second U.S.-Seminole War, the following was Jumper’s response to the 
Treaty of Camp Moultrie when he and other Seminole leaders met with Indian Agent Wiley 
Thompson in 1834:  
When we saw the land, we said nothing; but the agents of the United States made 
us sign our hands to a paper, which you say signified our consent to remove; but 
we considered we did no more than say we liked the land, and when we returned, 
the nation would decide. We had not authority to do more. Your talk is a good 
one, but my people cannot say they will go. We are not willing to do so. If their 
tongues say yes, their hearts cry no, and call them liars.
72
 
 
The treaties, therefore, carried with them an aura of suspicion and coercion that had deep 
resonance for Seminole peoples. As Jessica Cattalino argues, “although seemingly an episode of 
the distant past, the wars remain a vital part of Seminole historical consciousness. Florida 
Seminoles today do not recognize the removal ‘treaties’ that sent their kin to Indian Territory or 
to death. Instead, they assert themselves as the only ‘unconquered’ tribe because they never 
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surrendered and never signed a peace treaty with the United States.”73 While some Seminoles 
accepted Removal and moved west willingly, others did not—thus fueling the warfare that 
ensued in Florida. 
 The start date for the First U.S.-Seminole War is contested, and so are assessments of 
what sparked the conflict—Andrew Jackson’s brazen desire to take West Florida from Spain; 
Jackson’s punishment of Indians who fled from his invasions into Creek communities in 
Alabama and Georgia; an alliance between blacks and Seminoles to stave off white slaveowners 
from searching for runaway slaves in the territory.  Two early events seem of particular 
significance: Jackson’s destruction of what was termed the “Negro Fort” and his later raiding of 
Fowltown, Neamathla’s village. Brigadier General Edmund P. Gaines and his troops attacked the 
Negro Fort on July 27, 1816. It was a fort left by the British for black and Native allies to use to 
attack U.S. forces. While the fort was under Spanish control again in 1816, the Spanish did little 
to monitor it, and it served as a “beacon that drew restless slaves from miles around.”74 Jackson 
ordered General Gaines to destroy the fort and Gaines did so.
75
 A year later Jackson instructed 
the general to seize Neamathla at Fowltown, a Miccosukee village in Georgia. Neamathla had 
been fighting about land disputes with the U.S. military, and in an attempt to seize him they fired 
shots and eventually drove the Miccosukees from their village. Fighting continued until Jackson 
seized Spanish Pensacola, writing to President Monroe that “I will assure you that Cuba will be 
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ours in a few days.”76 Monroe pulled Jackson out of Florida and began a lengthy diplomatic 
process meant to justify Jackson’s invasion into Spanish Florida. The Adams-Onís treaty of 1819 
finalized these negotiations. 
 After the U.S. gained control of Florida in 1821 the U.S. engaged in the trifecta of treaties 
discussed earlier and began to demand Seminole removal to Indian Territory. Seminoles 
responded with force, and skirmishes began in December 1835. On December 28
th
 a group of 
Seminoles ambushed Major Francis L. Dade and two companies of men, killing almost all of 
them. Given his threatening comments prior to the attack on Dade, it was assumed that Seminole 
leader Osceola was the instigator, even though Micanopy, Jumper, and Alligator allegedly led 
the attack.
77
 Following the incident the U.S. military began a full-on campaign to find all the 
Seminoles in Florida and forcibly remove them. Overall, the conflict was marked by small-scale 
skirmishes between Seminoles and their allies and U.S. soldiers and volunteers. The war had few 
major battles. The Battle of Lake Okeechobee (1837) was perhaps the grandest and celebrated as 
a major win for the U.S. As a result, General Zachary Taylor, who led the U.S. troops, was the 
only general to fight in Florida whose reputation was not tarnished. By all accounts, it was a 
fairly uneventful war. Combat was often unexpected, more intimate and chaotic than the formal 
European-style warfare U.S. soldiers were trained in. Perhaps the most memorable moment of 
the war was not a battle but the death of Osceola—which the U.S. press often attributed to the 
deception of General Thomas Jesup. The war ended in 1842 when Colonel Worth argued that the 
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remaining numbers of Native peoples in Florida were negligible and asked that they be left in 
peace and that troops slowly pull out. 
War broke out again in the 1850s when U.S. officers attempted to track down the 
remaining Seminoles. In this effort, Colonel Harney and a small group of army surveyors 
provoked Seminole leader Billy Bowlegs (Holatamico, Halpatter-Micco). They snuck onto his 
land and destroyed his crops, leading Bowlegs to attack. Skirmishes continued until 1858 when 
Bowlegs surrendered, but he only surrendered as himself; the Seminoles never surrendered as a 
people. Thus fifty years of war ended with no peace treaty and a failed mission to remove all of 
the Seminoles from Florida.  
Despite popular distaste for the U.S.-Seminole Wars, particularly after the death of the 
widely revered Osceola in January 1838, the conflict spanned over forty years, lasting almost the 
entire first half of the nineteenth century (1816-1858).
78
  The duration of the wars made them 
costly both financially and in terms of human life. The conflict of the Second U.S.-Seminole War 
(1835-1842) alone was the most expensive war fought against any tribe, costing more than one 
year of the entire federal budget.
79
  Such losses did not reflect well on U.S. military leadership.  
Three of the four active major generals, Edmund Gaines, Winfield Scott, and Thomas Jesup, 
with responsibility for overseeing the fighting in Florida, left with their reputations tarnished.  
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The U.S. entered Florida hoping to gain territory and remove the indigenous peoples, but instead 
endured four decades of fighting and the failure of their objective.   
The Second U.S.-Seminole war peaked alongside advancements in print production and 
circulation, making news of the war accessible to a far-reaching audience well beyond the 
reaches of territorial newspapers and other media sources. By 1835 there were newspapers in all 
six major cities in Florida.
80
 In addition, the invention of the telegraph and other technological 
advancements meant that news could be transmitted from greater distances at a more rapid clip. 
In an 1838 letter to her brother, Corinna Brown, living at La Grange in east Florida at the time, 
comments on the rapidity with which news of the conflict in the Florida travelled: “I never send 
you news of the war because I presume you hear as correctly and quickly as I do by way of 
newspapers.”81 News from Florida was rapidly disseminated across the U.S., creating a sense of 
connection to the combat as it unfolded. However, as print culture scholars like Lara Cohen and 
Meredith McGill remind us in their studies of mid-century circulation and reproduction, the 
technological advancements of a booming print culture did not necessarily grow in tandem with 
the political rhetoric of what historians have termed the “Jacksonian era” or understandings of 
how such print circulated. This meant a U.S. reading public was better informed than ever before 
of military missteps and the revolving door of generals sent to lead the campaigns.    
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Osceola: Fact and Fiction 
The figure of Osceola shored up the fracturing, confusion, and chaos that actually 
surrounded the conflict in Florida. Osceola served as a constant “character” gracing the headlines 
of the papers, a stark contrast to the perpetually blurry status of the war, with generals 
continually switched out and more troops sent to Florida.  Many articles depicted him as a 
gentleman and an underdog willing to sacrifice everything for his people. He seemed to embody 
the ideal of the American patriot more than U.S. soldiers or military leaders. His growing mythic 
status was encouraged by the belief that he was captured under false pretenses: General Jesup 
enticed him with promises of peace negotiations if he would meet with Jesup’s men, but instead 
of negotiations Osceola was arrested. Shortly after that arrest the Seminole leader fell gravely ill, 
eventually dying. This image of Osceola allowed the U.S. to re-narrate the conflict of Florida as 
one that harked back to a Revolutionary era notion of the valiant hero fighting for independence 
and justice, rather than the contemporary project of U.S. empire-building.  
Osceola was born a Red Stick Muscogee (Creek). After Andrew Jackson’s Red Stick War 
(1811-14), he fled to Florida with his mother.  His association with the Seminoles was itself a 
product of previous U.S. actions to rid Alabama and Georgia of indigenous populations. And 
depending on context, much was made of his paternal lineage (his father was white) or it was 
entirely elided so he could be imagined a “full-blooded and wild Indian.”82  His mother was 
married to a white trader named William Powell and Osceola spoke and understood at least some 
English.
83
  In fact, through most of the war he was not referred to as Osceola by the U.S. 
military, but rather as Powell.  Not until he began to gain national status was he referred to by his 
                                                 
82
 Peters, The Florida Wars, 159. 
 
83
 Missall and Missall, The Seminole Wars, 137. 
55 
 
Muskogean name. His name in Muscogee was really not Osceola either; it was Asi Yoholo or 
Asin Yahola.
84
  The name Osceola was a transcription created by the American military who had 
heard his name spoken by his fellow Indians.
85
  
He first gained fame for his alleged response to the Fort Gibson negotiations. As the story 
goes, in April of 1835 Wiley Thompson read from the materials out loud and Osceola responded 
by stabbing the treaty with his knife (although there is no official account of this).
86
 Osceola and 
a band of his followers killed Thompson on December 28, 1835, marking one of the first events 
of the Second U.S.-Seminole War. Throughout the war depictions of Osceola as a passionate 
fighter for Seminole sovereignty took hold. M.M. Cohen’s account of the war included what he 
says was a letter from Osceola to General Clinch: “You have guns, and so have we---you have 
powder and lead, and so have we---your men will fight, and so will ours, till the last drop of the 
Seminole’s blood has moistened the dust of his hunting ground.”87 Finally, in one of the most 
controversial incidents of the war, General Jesup ignored the truce flag offered and he captured a 
number of Seminoles, including Osceola, on October 21, 1837.
88
 The military sent Osceola to 
Fort Marion in St. Augustine and then moved him to Fort Moultrie in South Carolina where his 
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health rapidly deteriorated.
89
 He died on January 30, 1838. After his death, Osceola gained great 
fame, partly because of the celebrity he had garnered during the war, and partly because of the 
unsavory circumstances of his imprisonment.    
Offering up one figure or icon as a stand-in for larger groups of peoples, nations, or 
events is not unique, as Ojibwe historian Jean O’Brien has shown us in her explication of the 
process she terms “lasting.” She follows “lasting” narratives in New England in which the 
“accounts scripted their ‘last’ Indians as solitary (and presumably lonely) survivors who 
somehow managed to maneuver the tricky shoals of English colonialism and find their way into 
the nineteenth century only then to succumb to the inevitable process of replacements.”90 The 
figure of Osceola does not fit this model precisely—he is definitely not the last, not even 
surviving most of the Second U.S.-Seminole War—but there is a salient impulse to make him 
symbolically the last of his kind and thus foretell the removal of all Seminole from Florida.  
For the U.S. Osceola served as a palpable referent for Florida. His untimely death made 
him a somewhat safe figure, since he no longer posed a physical threat in Florida for most of the 
conflict. But the Seminole were never removed from Florida, and, I would argue, Osceola was 
never successfully packaged into the benign figure of the noble savage, though there was clearly 
an attempt and desire to do so. While the legend surrounding him began when he was alive, 
widespread interest did not grow until after his death. The number of newspaper references to 
him skyrocketed in 1838, and Osceola literature continued to be published for the duration of the 
war and after. Following his death in 1838, numerous elegies were published in the popular press 
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mourning him and celebrating him as a revered warrior.
91
 Osceola became a figure of what 
Gordon M. Sayre calls the “Indian chief as tragic hero,” which he says was consistent with 
tragedy’s sociocultural functions in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: “The tragic hero was 
at once close to and distant from the commoner, from ‘ourselves.’”92 He further argues that the 
production of the tragic Indian hero is cathartic, “for only catharsis reconciles the contradictory 
reactions of enmity and admiration, pity, fear, and censure and articulates the responses of both 
historical agents and distant audiences.”93 This catharsis allows the audience to negotiate the 
violence of attempted genocide aesthetically, but to displace it as well into something both up 
close and far away.  
 In a bizarre moment encompassing the powerful national presence Osceola had come to 
embody, Dr. Frederick Weedon, who was instructed to keep him alive, called George Catlin to 
Osceola’s deathbed. George Catlin was not a Seminole, a government officer, or a close friend of 
the Seminole leader.  He was a portraitist who fashioned himself a chronicler of the U.S.’s 
colonial project and what he saw as the extinction of the Indian. Catlin had been fascinated with 
Osceola’s celebrity for some time and wanted to capture his image in the hopes of understanding 
and capitalizing on the national attention and curiosity that Osceola gained throughout the 1830s. 
If Osceola could not be physically contained by the U.S., Catlin wanted to make sure that his 
persona, the construct fashioned for U.S. popular culture, would endure in his absence.  As the 
                                                 
91
 See James Henry Carleton, “The Death of Osceola,” The Gentleman’s Magazine, May 1838; Leslie, “Osceola: 
Dirge of the Indian Braves,” The Ladies’ Companion, a Monthly Magazine; Devoted to Literature and the Fine Arts, 
March 1838; L. H., “Osceola,” The New-York Mirror: A Weekly Gazette of Literature and Fine Arts, March 24, 
1838; Theta, “Osceola,” The American Monthly Magazine, June 1838; PHM, “Osceola’s Soliloquy,” The 
Knickerborker; or New York Monthly Magazine, July 1838. 
 
92
 Gordon M. Sayre, Indian Chief as Tragic Hero: Native Resistance and the Literatures of America, from 
Moctezuma to Tecumseh (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2005), 3. 
 
93
 Ibid., 5–6. 
58 
 
U.S. literary and print markets created the public Osceola, so would they strive to define how he 
was remembered in death, fighting to keep him contained within a U.S. discourse. 
Catlin’s observation of Osceola’s death is an uncanny moment in an even more uncanny 
conflict. Many had hoped that the death of Osceola would diffuse the resistance of the Seminoles 
against government attempts to settle Florida.  In his observations of Osceola, Catlin described 
him as a “gallant fellow [who] is grieving with a broken spirit and ready to die, cursing the white 
man no doubt to the end of his breath.”94 But all other accounts, like that of Dr. Weedon, claimed 
that Osceola was not angered, but smiling and saying goodbye to his family.
95
  The conflict 
surrounding this key moment in the U.S.-Seminole Wars not only questions the veracity of 
Catlin’s depiction of Osceola, but indicates the way that the American public discussed the wars 
both during and after the fighting in Florida.  Like the conflicting stories of how Osceola looked 
and felt as he lay dying, representations of the wars presented a disjointed image of Florida and 
the Seminole.  
Taking into consideration the complicated reality of the wars, one can see why Catlin was 
so particular about depicting Osceola in a certain way and shaping his postmortem image. His 
depiction of Osceola, like his portraits of other famous Indian leaders, is two-dimensional and 
static, attempting to take agency away from the subject of the painting.  Furthermore, he aims to 
portray Osceola as the vanishing hero of a dying race, eliminating any threat by Osceola or the 
conflict he represents to his white viewers.  As with many of Catlin’s portraits, Osceola, with a 
look of concern on his face, gazes beyond the viewer into the distance, presumably at something 
that is gone, namely his peoples. What Catlin chooses to leave out of his painting is as important 
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as what he presents, if not more so, because it reveals the aspects of Osceola’s actual identity 
Catlin wants to sever from his Native, communal one. There is no background, no hint of the 
Florida that Osceola defended.   
Fittingly, the only image of Osceola that has remained consistent took shape after he 
became a national icon. It seems that because of his somewhat contradictory past and his 
previous contact with white America, he was a figure whose history could be reshaped and 
recreated to project an image of Seminole identity that was more consumer-friendly, fitting more 
cleanly into U.S. stereotypes about indigenous peoples.  Catlin’s portrait embodies an attempt to 
make the fiction of Osceola a reality. It seems telling that Catlin watched Osceola die, as his 
fictionalized idea of the Seminole Indian that eliminated the complexity of the man could not 
take shape without the actual death. After Osceola’s death, Catlin’s portrait would become as 
famous as Osceola had been in life. Canonized in American art, it continues to serve as a 
representation, not only of the man, but of the U.S.-Seminole Wars as well. U.S.-Seminole Wars 
historian John K. Mahon argues “this portrait coupled with the flattering things Catlin said of 
Osceola’s character, helped to create the legend.”96 By maintaining such a skewed depiction of 
the figurehead of the conflict, U.S. culture sublimated the more complicated issues that Osceola 
embodied.   
“Humanizing” Osceola and his actions and connecting them to U.S. values and identity is 
only possible, however, because he is dead and his physical threat is no longer present. The 
newspaper articles written about him at the time reinforce this notion, but also allude to the 
horror Osceola inspired in the American public during his lifetime. Before his death, Osceola 
was portrayed as a brave but violent man. The press marked him as responsible for the death of 
                                                 
96
 Mahon, History of the Second Seminole War, 1835-1842, 218. 
60 
 
Wiley Thompson, and the murder did not sit well with the American public at that time. They 
saw Indian scouts as trying to do good and help the Seminoles; murdering scouts ostensibly 
demonstrated just how little the Seminoles appreciated what was perceived as white 
benevolence.  Following Osceola’s death, the Niles’ National Register said that “the man with 
the feeblest means produced the most terrible effects.”97 In his memoir, O. O. Howard refers to 
Osceola as “brave, wary, revengeful and able.”98 The compiled memoir of the Second Dragoons 
described him as “young, ambitious, eloquent in council, and brave in action, he proved a 
formidable enemy.”99 While popular discourse attempted to depict Osceola as a two-dimensional 
martyr, his complexity as a three-dimensional enemy continued to haunt his new image. 
 In the overwhelming literary response to Osceola’s death, the favorable light in which 
Osceola was narrated as iconic resistance fighter indicated a larger cultural trend. He was either 
mentioned or the sole focus of most Second U.S.-Seminole War literature. Ransom Clark’s 
Narrative of Ransom Clark, published in 1839, includes an image of Osceola as its frontispiece, 
despite the fact that mention of Osceola appears nowhere in his narrative.
100
 James Birchett 
Ransom published Osceola; or, FACT AND FICTION: A TALE OF THE SEMINOLE WAR BY A 
SOUTHERNER (1838), and while the narrative’s title explicitly mentions warfare, its interest lies 
almost entirely in a fictional romance between Osceola and Ouskaloosa, the “last daughter of the 
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Uchees.” While Osceola fights bravely for Seminole leader Micanopy in the novel, he always 
has the intention to return to the Uchees and his love Ouskaloosa. The violence of the war, 
therefore, is tempered by a romance plot. Osceola is positioned as an outsider who comes to fight 
with the Seminoles, “the constant friend of Micanopy, who was always first to reach the field 
and last to quit the fight.”101 The plot’s emphasis on Osceola’s fictionalized childhood and 
romance displaces Osceola’s situatedness in Florida.  
The novel begins with a note to the reader outlining the “little work’s” intent to trace a 
narrative:  
Osceola from his mysterious birth through an exceedingly romantic and truly 
eventful life up to the moment of his lamented death is drawn from a very 
interesting legendary account of the slaughter and almost total extinction of the 
Uchee tribe of Indians, which was related to the author several years ago by an 
old frontier hunter, while seated on a fallen tree in the midst of the solitary forest 
where the old catastrophe occurred, and taken from the facts of the late Florida 
war, and was originally written only to occupy an idle hour, and merely intended 
for a newspaper publication.
102
 
 
The novel yokes the life of Osceola to the “almost total extinction” of another people, displacing 
the attempted removal of Seminoles from Florida onto the experience of the Uchees. We enter 
the story through the eyes of narrator Levi Lancaster, who meets Powell and his young son 
Osceola when Levi goes to the village of the Uchees. Powell, a wealthy Scottsman who has 
come to live with the Indians to escape white society and white ways, lives in a cabin near the 
Uchees. Other than his accent, he is described as Native in appearance. All of Powell’s family 
are dead, except for his son Osceola. Osceola’s mother was the daughter of Muscogee leader 
Opothleyahola, who had adopted Powell as a Creek. This history both places Osceola in a 
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highly-respected Native family and in a wealthy Scottish lineage. But his upbringing situates him 
as an outsider in both these communities.  
 After the sickness and eventual death of his father, Osceola is taken in by Uchee leader 
Captchahula who requires Osceola to give up his ties to the Creeks in order to be embraced by 
the Uchee people.  Under the care of Captchahula, Osceola meets Ouskaloosa and, being 
orphans, they bond together. Eventually, Osceola leaves for Florida, promising to return for 
Ouskaloosa in three years. While in Florida, he joins with Micanopy and under Micanopy’s 
leadership becomes a brave, well-respected chief. While he fights bravely in battle against the 
U.S., the novel argues “the thoughts of the young chief began to turn towards his adored and 
long-lost Ouskaloosa” during times of battle, and “his truly faithful heart beat full and high as the 
moment for his return to the quiet valley of the Uchees began to draw near.”103 Osceola 
eventually returns for Ouskaloosa and brings her to his home in Florida. Their blissful time 
together is cut short, however, as Osceola must return to fight the U.S. He is then imprisoned and 
eventually dies, “while the name of Ouskaloosa yet faltered on his pallid lip.”104 The narrative 
therefore, reshapes the fighting in Florida as a love story, making Osceola a romantic hero, but 
one who is simultaneously affiliated with Florida and yet placed outside of the space. While the 
story insists on his love for Micanopy and the Seminole, it also argues that Osceola’s true love is 
Ouskaloosa. Instead of emphasizing the wrongs enacted by whites and the U.S. government 
against the Seminole, the focus is on Osceola as character, thus simplifying the fighting in 
Florida, but also crafting Osceola into the embodiment of that space. As such, his death 
seemingly ends the great threat posed by the Seminoles.  
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 Perhaps oddest is the “Postscript” to Osceola; or, FACT AND FICTION, in which 
Ransom recounts a poem he wrote well before deciding to draft his novel. According to the 
poem’s preface, “Osceola at the Charleston Theatre” was the result of a “scene of which the 
author was an eyewitness” and the author considered it “a just and striking description” of the 
occurrence. The poem is included to “give a finish to the outline of the deeply-shaded character 
of a chief.”105 It describes a group of Seminoles that include Osceola attending the John Tobin 
play The Honey Moon in Charleston. While ostensibly the spectacle to behold is the play on the 
stage, the real spectacle is that of Osceola and “his warriors” described with elaborate detail. The 
first stanza of the poem describes the beauty of the theater, while the second stanza describes the 
entrance of Osceola and his men,  
with earrings, trinkets, necklaces, and bands 
Heads deck’d with feathers, rings upon their hands  
 
rather than the performance of the play. The rest of the poem observes Osceola’s watching the 
play, claiming that his attention is not on “the lovely glow of Juliana’s face,” but is elsewhere. 
Osceola thinks of home,  
where his undaunted host still longed to go, 
To raise the savage yell and fight the foe.
106
  
 
Moreover, the narrator’s assumption about Osceola is thinking displace him in the theatre, a 
space of white culture, make him out of place, a spectacle to behold. Unable to distance himself 
from the struggle to maintain Seminole control in Florida, he longs instead for his home. 
Ransom’s inclusion of the poem in his fictionalized biography perhaps sheds light on the 
narrative’s broader impetus. Both texts posit Osceola as a distanced romantic figure always 
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displaced and full of longing. Additionally, they both highlight a desire to gain more intimate 
access to him, his life, and his thoughts. Not only does he stand as an embodied figure for the 
fighting in Florida, there is a longing to make him accessible, perhaps consumable, for a U.S. 
public.   
 Given the literary aesthetic that surrounded the Second U.S.-Seminole War, it seems 
almost fitting that this was the war that dime novelist E.Z.C. Judson, who wrote under the 
pseudonym Ned Buntline, claimed participation in as a solider. He allegedly served as a sailor in 
the squadron known as the Mosquito Fleet.
107
 Buntline penned some of the most famous and 
widely read dime novels of the nineteenth century and was known for both city mysteries and 
tales of adventure and romance. He was credited with helping to launch Buffalo Bill Cody’s 
fame through his serial novel, Buffalo Bill, King of the Border Men, publication of which began 
in 1869. Before he would help promote the career of this cultural icon, however, Buntline would 
write about another border that he claimed some expertise in—Florida.  
Buntline wrote a number of pieces about Florida, but one novella was explicitly about the 
Seminoles. The White Wizard; or, The Great Prophet of the Seminoles. A Tale of Strange 
Mystery in the South and North (1858) was published the same year the Third U.S.-Seminole 
                                                 
107
 Fred Pond discusses Buntline’s time in Florida in The Life and Adventures of “Ned Buntline” as one of sport and 
play rather than combat. Pond, aka “Will Wildwood,” says the following of Buntline’s experiences during the war: 
“young Judson found ample opportunities to indulge his love of wild sport and adventure, both on land and sea. The 
‘deep, tangled wildwoods’ of Florida furnished a great variety of game, and Ned Buntline reveled in the glorious 
field-sports of that region, so vividly described in Whitehead’s ‘Camp Fires of the Everglades.’” Moreover, “the 
land appeared to be a veritable ‘happy hunting ground,’ and his pen in after years recorded the incidents of many 
sporting tours among everglades and along shore.” Pond’s description weaves together fact and fiction in a 
confusing web. Not only does he interchangeably use Buntline’s pen name and his given name, but he claims 
Buntline’s experiences were informed by books: books influenced his perception of Florida and then he went on to 
write more books about how he perceived Florida. Pond depicts Buntline’s experience as weaving together the 
imaginary and the exotic with the lived. While this makes for a bad biography, it seems fitting as a depiction of 
Florida: Florida was as much a space about what soldiers imagined it to be as what they actually experienced, and 
the two were often incongruous. The imagined tropical paradise of Florida made it such a desirable space, and one 
that the U.S. was so determined to have total claim over. Frederick Eugene Pond (“Will Wildwood”), The Life and 
Adventures of “Ned Buntline” (New York: Cadmus Book Shop, 1919). 
65 
 
War ended and, according to Buntline biographer Jay Monaghan, it responded to the New York 
Mercury editor’s request for a historical fiction serial for the masses with “clean outdoor 
romance.”108 The White Wizard plotline fictionalizes key Seminole figures of the Second U.S.-
Seminole War. But, like most good dime novels, its depictions are based on almost no factual 
evidence. Instead Buntline narrates a “behind the scenes” fantasy of the Seminole experience in 
Florida in the years prior to and during the Second U.S.-Seminole war.  
Like many of Buntline’s novels, The White Wizard offers an ornate plot with an 
ambitious cast of characters. The novella begins “forty years ago” with a group of Spanish 
fisherman observing a man, a dead woman, and a young girl coming ashore in the Gulf of 
Mexico during a storm. Eventually, the man and child find a group of Indians. The man talks to 
Chikikia, “a war-chief” who speaks Spanish and agrees to adopt the man as his brother, names 
him Arpiaka, which means “white medicine,” and takes them both back to his village.109 Arpiaka 
is so traumatized by his experiences and the death of his wife (the deceased woman in the boat) 
that his hair turns white overnight. The Seminoles believe this to be a miracle. When Arpiaka 
cures chief Micanopee’s ills and performs a few tricks that the Seminoles believe are magic, they 
deem him the new medicine man. The plot then weaves together New York City greed and 
corruption, black market dealings with shrewd Cuban businessmen, and a frontier romance 
between Arpiaka’s (previously known as Arthur Livingston) daughter Ona and the valiant soldier 
Clarence Febiger, the Seminole Coacooche’s bloodthirsty revenge scheme, and, of course, the 
death of Osceola.   
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 There is much one can say of the romanticized tale Buntline offers in The White Wizard. 
In the novella he is able to displace general concerns about the Second U.S.-Seminole War onto 
a romance plot—its financial burden, its cost in casualties, the seeming nonsensicalness of the 
campaign. In doing so, he softens the threat posed by the Native peoples in Florida and works to 
absolve white settlers of culpability in the attempted removal of the Seminole. In addition, the 
novel covers an expansive period of time and an extensive geography, connecting the events of 
Florida to the economic hubs of New York City and Havana. As Shelley Streeby notes, 
Buntline’s yoking of the city to the “frontier” of U.S. empire is not unique to his work, but 
functions in much of the sensational popular literature of the day. It “responds […] to a double 
vision of Northeastern cities divided by battles over class, race, national origin, and religion, on 
the one hand, and on the other hand to scenes of U.S. nation- and empire-building in Mexico, 
Cuba, and throughout the Americas.”110 The Florida plotline is tethered to a larger economic 
circuit that spans the U.S. and the Caribbean, revealing Florida as a geopolitical lynchpin for 
U.S. expansion on the continent and across the sea. 
 The novel is based on actual people and places of the Second U.S.-Seminole War, 
probably to drum up readership one can assume. For example, Buntline describes Jessup’s 
seizing of Osceola while he was “raising the white flag,” and writes of Osceola’s dying of a 
broken heart when he is taken out of Florida to Fort Moultrie. But it is surprising how little of the 
action actually focuses on the fighting in Florida. In fact, the major disputes of the war, as well 
as the capture and death of Osceola, span a mere six to seven pages in the text. The Seminole are 
described as inspiring sheer terror in the residents of Florida, as “the red scouts swept far and 
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wide, and death accompanied them wherever they went.”111 And more than once the narrator 
offers up criticism of the war, faulting the inefficiency of the U.S. military:  
A taxed people began to ask why more than eight or nine million dollars a year 
were being spent to exterminate a few hundred Indians, and being used in vain? 
General after general was recalled, or begged to be relieved from command—
Clinch, Gaines, Jessup, and even Macomb, had botched their work—Armistead 
did but little, and it was left for Taylor and Worth to nearly close the war.
112
  
 
Yet despite the benevolent tone of passages like the above that lament the plight of the 
Seminoles, the project of U.S. colonialism prevails in the novel. It is telling that both 
Osceola and Coacooche—the two most prominent Seminole characters—are killed off. 
Arthur Livingstone/Arpiaka/the White Wizard/Sam Jones survives and functions as the 
leader of “very few in number, but still faithful to him whom they reverenced for his 
goodness and his wisdom,” who continues on in Florida after the war.113 In the end, at the 
heart of Seminole resistance is whiteness, thus tempering the ideological and political 
problems of the U.S.’s inability to defeat the Seminole offered in popular 
contemporaneous culture. Behind the scenes Buntline offers a white mastermind. The 
novel was, after all, published the year the Third U.S.-Seminole War ended and thus not 
only offers up resolution for the earlier conflict, but the third one as well. The heart of 
Seminole resistance is not red, but white, imagining away Seminole agency. If the 
Seminole could not be fully removed from Florida, the text attempts to erase their threat 
by placing Arthur Livingston/Ariaka at the center of Seminole resistance.    
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Instead of focusing on Seminole successes in battle, the novella constructs a love plot in 
which Ona becomes the desire of the white soldier, the “mixedblood” hero, and the Indian 
villain. Ona, like the territory of Florida, is described as beautiful, with her black hair and fair 
skin. While she is white, when she and Clarence run away together she “passes” as Native 
because of her clothing and her physical appearance. When Captain Fulton, Clarence’s captain, 
meets her he blushes upon realizing he has misread her racially, apologetically noting “we 
soldiers become very rough here in the wilderness and swamps. Your costume misled me!” 
When she informs him that she will dress like “ladies of my race” when she leaves Florida, the 
captain further comments: “well does it become you.”114 And not only does she dress like one, 
she takes on all the trappings of not just any white woman, but an elite white woman. The 
narrative ends by assuring the reader that once Ona and Clarence arrive back in New York they  
realize they are in fact wealthy and can thus live out the rest of their lives in comfort.  
One can read Ona as a symbolic embodiment of Florida—mysterious, beautiful, and 
seductive. Nonetheless, she is unquestionably white, as she laments to her father early in the 
novel when she says she wishes she could be ignorant like the Seminole, so she could return 
Osceola’s affections. Through her wedding to Clarence Febiger, the epitome of the masculine 
Northern man, she regains her wealth and lives a happy life. Like their marriage, Buntline’s 
narrative can be read as posing the fantasy that territorial Florida enters a union with the U.S. and 
becomes a state in the Union with as much wealth and happiness as the wedded couple. The 
White Wizard was published only three years after Florida statehood in 1845, making Florida a 
very new state whose identity had not yet been fully codified, as evidenced, perhaps, by the 
Third U.S.-Seminole War.    
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This symbolism is best demonstrated by the character of Coachooche. In contrast to 
Osceola, who is “mixedblood” and whose English is perfect, if not poetic, Coachooche is a 
“fullblooded” Indian who speaks in dialect and displays a proclivity for violence and revenge. 
He serves as the real threat to soldiers in the war and to white Seminole sympathizers like Ona 
and Clarence. Coacooche eventually leads Ona to participate in the violence. As he and his men 
take aim at Clarence near the end of the novel, a warrior comes towards Ona, “whose ‘blood was 
up,’ served a ‘retainer’ on him from her pistol, which tumbled him over in the water, where he 
struggled so desperately that, in pity, Clarence sent a bullet through is brain.”115 One of the 
bloodier struggles in the novel comes at the hands of Ona. But her attack is framed as a response 
to the sexual threat posed by Coacooche, thus seemingly freeing her of culpability. It is the U.S.-
Seminole War soldier, Clarence, who then enacts mercy as a result. After a series of attempted 
escapes, the last hurdle for Clarence and Ona at the end of the novella is again Coacooche, who 
captures them after the two are lost in a bad storm when they take a boat out from Captain 
Fulton’s camp. Ona tries to persuade Coacooche’s wife to help her escape, explaining that he 
does not love her, but loves Ona instead. Coacooche overhears and violently hatchets his wife 
through the skull. Clarence is able to poison Coacooche’s “firewater” and agrees to give him a 
cure if Coacooche will let them run away.  
This bizarre scene depicts Coacoochee (the more common spelling of his name) as a 
character epitomizing derogatory Native stereotypes—drunk and violent, he is out solely for 
revenge and lustily pursues a white woman. As such, he stands in stark contrast to Osceola, the 
textual embodiment of the noble savage. Through the characters of Osceola and Coacooche, one 
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sees competing constructions of Native people in Florida.
116
  The two dialectically highlight the 
sense of anxiety about the ability of the Seminoles to fight the U.S. military for such an extended   
time. This is evidenced in one of the illustrations accompanying the first edition of The White 
Wizard: an  image of a woman who appears to be white speaking to a man who appears to be 
Native (see fig. 1). The caption is nearly impossible to make out, but the image is fairly self-
explanatory. While the woman stands in profile, the man stands almost directly facing the reader 
with head turned to the woman seemingly in conversation. In the background, blended into the 
scenery, we see what appears to be another Native figure on the left. This figure is posed as 
eavesdropping on the conversation, but appears ready to jump on the two if need be. The image 
embodies the dichotomous roles posited for Osceola and Coacooche. Like the standing figure, 
Osceola is depicted as amiable and non-threatening, while Coacoochee’s character is more in 
line with the Indian crouching in the shadows, ready to pounce at any moment.      
According to Susan Miller, Coacoochee was almost as famous as Osceola. He “was the 
most dramatic Seminole figure remaining in the war for Florida” after Osceola’s death.117 
Coacoochee was a figure of much privilege and prominence, who was also depicted by white 
writers as a “military antagonist.” “Coacoochee emerges from American writers’ treatment in 
one of three images: as a sort of Saddam Hussein; as a Robin Hood; or as a joke, a wild card in 
the deck, a figure that furthers the narrative history of one of the Seminole maroon 
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communities,” as Coacoochee lived closely with maroons.118 Like Osceola, accounts of him 
were narrated in literature but also glossed the pages of contemporary newspapers, “especially 
from commentary in American soldiers’ letters, reports, and journals. A meeting or even a 
sighting of Coacoochee seems to have moved writers to record their impressions of him, and 
some of what they wrote found its way into newspapers.”119 She argues that this image stands in 
contrast to who Coacoochee likely was, if one turns to indigenous accounts, where he is 
described as “a gifted man of elite lineage who moved within an indigenous family network and 
community within an indigenous cosmos, and it makes sense of him as an indigenous leader in 
extreme times.”120  
The image of Osceola continues to endure as a symbol of Native resistance, and through 
him the wars continue to be a presence, conscious or not, in mainstream U.S. culture. Missal and 
Missal further argue that “in a nation with no mythic heroes from some long gone golden age, 
the tale of Osceola filled a certain need. […] No matter how much exaggerated, the basic facts 
caught the American people’s romantic imagination.”121 And exaggerated they were. 
Misinformation and confusion surrounded both the figure of Osceola and the Second U.S.-
Seminole War he came to represent. Fact blended with fiction to create a mythic understanding 
of both the place and the people. Renato Rosaldo understands this desire as “imperialist 
nostalgia” in which one simultaneously announces one’s innocence by declaring what one has 
destroyed, a nostalgia “at play with domination.” For Rosaldo, all “ideological discourses work 
more through selective attention than outright oppression,” and we see this in the cultural literary 
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elegy that followed Osceola’s death.122 This perhaps explain why Walt Whitman, the self-
fashioned poet of U.S. ideological contradiction, would return to an image of Osceola near the 
end of his life and the end of the century—unable to ignore the violent conquest that had marked 
the U.S. nineteenth century but desiring freedom from complicity.  
 
Twasinta’s Seminole 
 Six years before Walt Whitman published “Osceola” in Munyon’s Illustrated World (later 
included in his “Second Annex” section of Leaves of Grass) another poet with the surname 
Whitman published a narrative poem about the Second U.S.-Seminole War. The Rape of Florida 
(later republished as Twasinta’s Seminole) uses the ambitious rhyme scheme of the Spenserian 
sonnet in its nine-line stanzas to critique the U.S.’s unjust treatment of the blacks and Seminoles. 
While we find poetry from both Whitmans, their reflections on Florida are quite distinct. Walt 
Whitman’s elegy laments the death of Osceola and echoes the nostalgia found in the body of 
work published contemporaneous with the Seminole warrior’s death. Albery Whitman, however, 
depicts the wars as an example of a black-Native alliance produced outside the purview of the 
U.S. imperial gaze.   
The Rape of Florida (1884) tells the story of war and the romance between Atlassa, a 
Seminole man, and Ewald, the mixed-race daughter of a maroon woman and Palmecho. 
Palmecho is a landowner of Spanish descent who allows Twasinta, his large Florida estate, to 
serve as a refuge for maroons and Seminoles. Albery Allson Whitman was born a slave in 
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Kentucky but “never suffered the cruelties of being a slave” and was orphaned at a young age.123 
Whitman scholar Ivy G. Wilson argues that the setting of Florida in The Rape of Florida “draws 
attention to a reconfigured spatiality of the United States that makes it a part of the Global South. 
In so doing, it also illuminates the presence of Florida as part of the Global South, a regional 
constellation that traces the western circum-Caribbean along the Gulf of Mexico down to South 
America.”124 While the poem does offer up a counter-spatiality, it also reconfigures or highlights 
racial alliances in the space that pit the U.S. against blacks and Native peoples. In many ways 
Whitman argues that blacks and Native peoples, working outside a U.S. institutional framework, 
fight more for the struggles for freedom and equality than those white settlers who participate in 
the project of U.S. empire-building.  
In Whitman’s “Dedicatory Address” he inscribes the poem to Reverend H. M. Turner 
because “I have found you to be in active sympathy with the progressive negro.”125 Whitman 
argues that he feels “the negro has a future” and “the time has come when all ‘Uncle Toms’ and 
‘Topsies’ ought to die.”126 Whitman then briefly describes his birth “in bondage,” but insists he 
“never was a slave” and argues that his poem stems from his position as a man formerly in 
bondage. Whitman then abruptly shifts into a discussion of poetry as the language of “universal 
sentiment.”127 Discussion of race, slavery, freedom, and the literary run throughout, not only in 
the dedication. The general premise of much of the piece is the notion that all people should be 
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free. Whitman describe alliances between maroons, or exiles as he calls them, and the Seminole, 
but he argues that they are both fighting for justice and freedom, and in that are heroic and 
worthy of poetic commemoration. Whitman writes:   
Down to the end of time be it proclaimed! 
Up to the skies of fame let it be rung! 
Wherever valor’s sacrifice is named,  
Whenever plaudits fire the human tongue; 
Let it go forth, and let mankind attest, 
That, Seminoles and exiles, old and young,  
Upon the bosom of their country prest;  
By valiant deeds are shrined in ev’ry patriot breast!128 
 
Whitman describes the Seminoles and exiles as forming a deep alliance because of a love for 
“their” shared “country.” In so doing, he refers to a longstanding discussion of the relationship 
between free black communities, Black Seminoles, and Seminoles in Florida. This is further 
emphasized by the main marriage plot of the poem, which describes the love affair between 
Ewald of African and Spanish descent and the Seminole Atlassa. The poem both literally and 
figuratively describes a kinship between the two. Whitman’s choice to return to a conflict that 
occurred approximately half a century before highlights the cultural resonance the fighting had 
not only for Native people and struggles against U.S. empire but also the resultant between black 
communities and Native communities. 
 Specifics about the actual relationships among the Seminole, Black Seminole, and free 
black communities in Florida have been the subject of much debate, and twenty-first century 
discussions about the relationship between Seminole Freedmen, descendants of Seminole slaves, 
and the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma have refueled discussion about nineteenth-century 
relationships in Florida. According to Kenneth Wiggins Porter, one of the preeminent scholars of 
the Black Seminoles, “as early as 1687, the Spaniards bedeviled rival English settlements by 
                                                 
128
 Ibid., 74. 
75 
 
offering freedom and land, in return for military service, to British slaves who fled to them.”129 
Seminole scholar Susan Miller notes that “in the late eighteenth century groups of such Africans 
began forming ‘maroon communities,’ groups of free Africans living together in resistance to 
slavery. By the end of the century Africans were living near or in Seminole towns as maroons or 
slaves.”130 Miller also observes that by the 1830s “during the Seminoles’ war of resistance 
against the U.S. seizure of our lands in Florida Africans clearly held at least two political statuses 
in relation to the Seminoles”: maroon or slave. “Maroon communities appear to have paid a 
portion of their crops to certain Seminole leaders, but the nature of that relationship is unclear: 
Were the payments more like rent, taxes, or protection money, for example? Some Africans were 
slaves of Seminoles. The status of Seminole slaves was far less onerous than the status of 
American, Muscogee, or Cherokee slaves.”131 In addition, many of the translators in U.S.-
Seminole negotiations were black, either advocating on behalf of the U.S., the Seminoles, or 
sometimes their own interests.  
Miller further argues, however, that the way Seminoles determined citizenship through 
kinship relations meant that most Black Seminoles were not actual members of the nation. This 
view was enforced in 2000 when the Freedmen (the name for Black Seminoles that emerged 
during the Reconstruction era and after the Treaty of 1866 required the Seminoles to free their 
slaves) were officially removed from the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma. It was a controversial 
decision, and Miller argues that from an indigenous perspective the Seminole do not view the 
Freedmen as citizens of the nation, and that it is the right of the nation to decide who does and 
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who does not get to identify as Seminole.
132
 However, as Black Seminole scholar Kevin Noble 
Maillard observes, “Freedmen and Seminole view their intertwined history differently, and these 
understandings emerge in a heated contemporary conflict.” He further argues that “this clash 
stems from a Nation’s effort to ‘redwash’ history, that is, to paint a tribal past rooted in 
indigenous autonomy—one imagined to be completely unblemished by nontribal influences.” 133  
 This chapter does not take up the debates surrounding Seminole citizenship in the 
contemporary moment, but highlights these debates to demonstrate the continued interest in the 
history of black-Seminole relations. Whatever the specifics of Seminole, Black Seminole, and 
maroon communities in the nineteenth century, there were black-Native collaborations that posed 
a serious physical threat not only to U.S. troops but also to U.S. ideologies of race, raising 
anxiety about what could occur when Native people and individuals of African descent 
collaborated in resistance.  
This is perhaps best evidenced by the attack of the Negro Fort which instigated the First 
U.S.-Seminole War. According to historian Kevin Mulroy, border skirmishes continued from the 
destruction of the Negro Fort in 1816 and through the duration of the First U.S.-Seminole War. 
From the information about these events “it emerges that Africans and Indians were joined in a 
close military alliance in opposition to American expansionism. The two groups needed each 
other—the blacks to preserve their freedom and the Seminoles their land and their self-
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determination. Joint military ventures tended to be well organized and usually were 
successful.”134 It was a widely-held belief that Seminoles aided and abetted runaway slaves.  
According to Matthew Clavin, “the significant role that fugitive slaves played in the 
Second U.S.-Seminole War fueled Americans’ fear of a massive slave insurrection originating in 
the Florida territory.”135 Moreover, “the fear of a revolutionary black army from the West Indies 
landing on Florida’s shores was widespread during the Second Seminole War.”136 The conflict in 
Florida raised competing fears about slavery and Indian Removal in ways that put pressure on 
the naturalized logics of both practices, particularly given the success of the Seminoles, Black 
Seminoles, and free blacks in combat with the U.S. military. In his memoir, M.M. Cohen 
describes the Black Seminoles and the maroons, as he often calls them, as the real instigators of 
the Seminole resistance: 
Their number is said to be upwards of three hundred.  They fear being again made 
slaves, under the American Government; and will omit nothing to increase or 
keep alive mistrust among the Indians, whom they in fact govern.  If it should 
become necessary to use force with them, it is to be feared the Indians would take 
their part.  It will, however, be necessary to remove from the Floridas, this group 
of lawless freebooters, among whom the runaway negroes will always find 
refuge.
137
  
 
He has great concern about the potential for slave rebellions throughout the South and anxiety 
about the role the Black Seminoles played in the wars, a people living in the borderlands, 
understanding the U.S. government interests surrounding their potential defeat. 
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What would become of Black Seminoles and Seminole slaves was one of the biggest 
points of contention in negotiating terms for Removal. And General Jesup was quoted as saying 
the Second U.S.-Seminole War “is a Negro war, not an Indian war.”138 The Seminole wanted to 
be able to take the Black Seminoles with them to Indian Territory, but whites wanted them to be 
handed over to the U.S. and integrated into the institution of U.S. slavery.
139
 Daniel F. Littlefield 
furthers the argument by claiming that “Removal of the Seminoles was apparently as much an 
attempt to solve the ‘Negro problem’ as it was to settle the ‘Indian problem’ of Florida.”140 
Florida, therefore, functioned as a site of intersection for the two major social issues of the 
antebellum era, adding deep symbolic weight to the outcome of the Second U.S.-Seminole War. 
It is this pulse that Whitman touches on in his narrative poem half a century later. At the end of 
the poem, he argues that U.S. soldiers fought “For Freedom and for slavery too” while the 
Seminole fought purely for freedom:  
 He could not be enslaved—would not enslave 
The meanest exile that his friendship sued. 
Brave for himself, defending others brave,  
The matchless hero of his time he stood,--  
His noble heart with freedom’s love imbued,  
The strong apostle of Humanity! 
Mid forests wild and habitations rude,  
He  made his bed of glory by the seal  
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The friend of Florida and man, there let him be!
141
 
 
The Seminoles did, in fact, participate in slavery, making Whitman’s account historically 
inaccurate. But this elision speaks to the cultural touchstone that was Florida and the desire to 
make the space symbolically serve an author’s interests, even in the face of contradictory factual 
evidence. Because Florida was such a messy network of peoples, nations, and power struggles, it 
made it easy to pick and choose which Florida to feature. For Whitman the coalition of blacks 
and Seminoles is remembered as a collaboration driven by a desire for freedom, a point that 
would have particular salience in the 1880s as Jim Crow became entrenched, racial tensions in 
the South rose, and the Dawes Act of 1887 hovered. By the 1880s the remaining Seminole 
communities in Florida took refuge in the Everglades, cutting off most contact outside their 
communities except for trade and other necessities. For the most part, they were almost entirely 
ignored by the U.S. federal government, allowed to live, one might say, “off the map” of official 
U.S. surveillance.
142
 While Whitman’s Seminole narrative participates in a “selective attention” 
much like that of white writers, his objective is far different. Moreover, he wrests prevailing 
narratives of the conflict from the white literati and fashions them as a story of black-Native 
alliance, rather than U.S.-indigenous conflict.    
 
“They are my words” 
 Albery Whitman’s homage is an emancipatory one in its emphasis, but like other literary 
accounts it wields Seminoleness for reasons other than a fight for continued Seminole self-
determination. While Seminoles like Osceola rarely if ever narrated their own experiences or 
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thoughts in print, traces of their voices can certainly be heard in the archive. The assertion has 
been that Seminoles, because they did not use print during the wars with the U.S., Seminoles are 
absent voices in the archives, circulating instead through ventriloquized literary accounts. But 
this is not entirely true. There is a strong body of writing produced through U.S.-Seminole talks 
and treaty negotiations, particularly during the war, that carry the tenor of Seminole voices. 
However, these accounts were often filtered through translators, which has led some scholars to 
question their authenticity. Discrediting them entirely threatens to perpetuate non-Seminole 
accounts and bequeath a sense of verity to a U.S.-based archive. While I proceed with caution in 
ascertaining the idea that these accounts are trustworthy, whatever that might be, it seems equally 
as important to remember that the letters and records of U.S. military officers, enlisted men, 
poets, and novelists, are also suspect and carry with them their own set of assumptions and 
objectives and mediations through ideology.  
Just because the Seminole were not proficient in or not committed to engaging in English 
literacy, print culture, or the circulation of print directly does not mean that they failed to 
understand the weight that a print archive carried both in negotiating with the U.S. government 
and in winning support through a broader literate audience. On May 17, 1826 in negotiations 
with Secretary of War James Barbour, Tukose Emathla (also known as John Hicks) challenged 
U.S. interest in setting up schools for Seminole children. In his denouncement he reflected on the 
power of the book. Tukose Emathla begins: “We do not believe the Great Spirit intended we 
should know how to read & write; for if he had intended this, he would have given us the 
knowledge as early as he gave it to the white people. Now it is too late; the white people have 
gained an advantage, we can never recover and it is better for us to remain as we are.” He goes 
on to narrate a story of how the white people obtained control over the book:  
81 
 
Brother, among our people it is thought that at the time when there were but two kinds of 
people, the red and the white, on the earth, a book was placed by the Great Spirit in the 
hands of an old man, blind, and with a long beard, who told the red and the white man, 
that he who killed the first Deer should receive the book as his reward & he learnt to read 
it—Both went out to hunt different ways—The white man after going a little way, found 
a sheep, which being not so wild as the Deer, he easily killed—He took this sheep to the 
blind man & told him it was a Deer—The old man believed him and gave him the book 
and learnt him how to read it—The red man soon after brought in a deer, but he was too 
late—the white man had the book. If this cheat had not been practiced, the red man would 
have been now as the white man is & he as the red man—143 
   
In Tukose Emathla’s narrative, the book and access to literacy and print are gained through 
deceit and lies. While the white man ostensibly wins the challenge, he does so at a cost, one that 
tarnishes the gift he’s been given.  
 Tukose Emathla’s narrative of the book also echoes the systematic practices of European 
and U.S. colonization. While the book and print in the nineteenth century were often reified as 
arbiters of truth, fact, and legitimacy (even when their readers knew this to be false), Tukose 
Emathla depicts them as inherently grounded in an act of deceit. In a practice that replicates the 
expansion of U.S. colonization, the white man defies the rules and takes a short cut, while the red 
man goes through the time and labor it takes to hunt an actual deer. Resistance to literacy and 
print continued for almost one hundred years after the conflict in Florida. This was partially a 
result of living in the Everglades with minimal access to the material means of print production 
and partially a political move that created and sustained distance from U.S. culture. As they 
flourished in the Everglades, Seminoles stayed off the colonial map, hidden away from 
development until the second half of the twentieth-century. This disinterest in print raises 
important questions about the role of nineteenth-century print culture studies. Are those who do 
not participate in a print-driven public outside the purview of such studies, even when print 
culture had a direct impact on their lived experiences and relationship to power, land, and 
                                                 
143
 Missall and Missall, In Their Own Words, 5–6. 
82 
 
culture? How might we understand the acts of those who actively resisted interpellation onto the 
page, if you will?   
 Again, there are accounts of Osceola, Coacoochee, and many other Seminole leaders 
whose x-marks reverberate in the record.  Osceola is credited with numerous emphatic speeches 
that insist on a Seminole determination to stay in Florida and fight. In addition to his most 
famous letter, supposedly sent to General Clinch in 1835 and quoted earlier in the chapter, 
Osceola is credited with multiple insistent assertions of his refusal to leave Florida. In a comment 
made in the spring of 1835 to Agent Wiley Thompson, killed later that year, Osceola offers an 
angry critique of U.S. treatment of the Seminoles that provides an eviscerating insight into the 
palimpsestic roles of race, nation, and violence.
144
 Thompson ceased the sale of gunpowder to 
the Seminoles, a protocol that, according to John Missal and Mary Lou Missal, was only 
practiced with slaves. Osceola responded: “Am I a negro, a slave? My skin is dark, but not black. 
I am an Indian—a Seminole. The white man shall not make me black. I will make the white man 
red with blood; and then blacken him in the sun and rain, where the wolf shall smell of his bones, 
and the buzzard shall live upon his flesh.”145 Again, there is danger in reading too closely 
translated material, but the general gist of this comment is clear.  
Osceola begins by asserting his distinction from blackness, insisting that he is not a slave, 
but an Indian, and therefore not beholden to obey or honor the wishes of another man against his 
will. The statement “I am an Indian—a Seminole” asserts a sense of self-determination. Osceola 
turns racialist language back on itself through connotations of “redness,” “whiteness,” and 
“blackness.” He still describes the fighting in Florida as a red, white, and black war, but he bends 
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the meaning of these words as markers of racial demarcation. He threatens to enact violence on 
the white man so terrible that it will not only kill him, it will strip him of his whiteness—first 
rendering him red with blood then black with decay. Not only is this a violent threat to 
Thompson’s policy change, it also plays on the underlying anxieties of the war. The war not only 
raised fears about death and lives lost, but also threatened to the core the racialist logic used to 
justify war with the Seminoles and imperial expansion throughout the nineteenth-century. While 
Osceola’s statement cuts through issues of race that were central to the war, it must still be noted 
that his assertion of himself as an Indian is posited in distinction to blackness or slavery, 
implicating the logic of what he says in the same racialist hierarchies that he ostensibly critiques.    
While the nineteenth century archive is dominated by treaty discussions, talks and 
other forms of formal negotiation, most of which favored a U.S. perspective, Seminoles 
had their own ways of keeping stories of the wars and the fight to stay in Florida alive. If 
they had neither the means nor the desire to participate in print production, literacy, and 
the literary in the nineteenth century, in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries they have 
altered course. In “The Snake Clan Returns to Florida” Betty Mae Tiger Jumper (Pa-ta-
kee) tells the story of her great-grandmother’s experiences during the Second U.S.-
Seminole War as told to her by her grandmother. Jumper was a well-respected member of 
the Seminole Tribe of Florida. She founded the Smoke Signal, the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida’s first tribal newspaper, and she was the first female “chief” of any federally-
recognized tribe.
146
 Jumper was also the first to graduate from high school. While at a 
Baptist camp in Oklahoma she observed a young Native girl reading a comic book. 
Jumper could not read and did not understand the appeal of the book, but the girl 
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explained that the book “talks to you.”147 Jumper became determined to gain English 
literacy to “unlock the secrets of the talking books” and pursued an education” and went 
on to write a number of books about Seminole culture and life.
148
 Her family story offers 
a very different account of the Second U.S.-Seminole War, highlighting her own clan, as 
well as the roles of Seminole women. If Seminole voices are underrepresented in the 
archives, those of Seminole women are even scarcer. Jumper’s account, therefore, offers 
a counter to colonial narratives that not only speaks to Seminole survivance but that of 
Seminole women in particular.  
After her great-great grandmother and oldest great aunt were raped during 
transport to Indian Territory her great-grandmother and younger great aunt escaped. They 
fled through forests and rivers to find their way home. Eventually, they came upon a 
camp of Seminoles who knew their father and brothers. Men from the camp reunited 
them with their family, who had been hiding out in the Everglades. Jumper explains that 
because these girls were able to return, the Snake clan was able to continue (as kinship 
lines were determined matrilineally). She writes: “because of these brave sisters, the 
Snake clan did not disappear, but that’s why there aren’t very many people in our clan. 
[…] Today there are about forty-five people in the Snake clan. There are mostly boys 
now, and they cannot carry on their clan to their children. But however small, the Snake 
clan still continues.”149 In Jumper’s story, the clan endures not through combat but 
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through the struggles of two small girls, and serves as a reminder of the importance of 
women in Seminole culture.  
In contrast to the settler literature, journalism, and the military and governmental 
records that contain voluminous accounts of how the fight for Florida represented Native 
insistence on self-determination and undermined U.S. cultural assertions of the ease and 
necessity of expansion and Florida statehood, Jumper offers a different, more personal 
account. In place of masculine figures of iconic proportion, like Osceola, Micanopy, 
Coacoochee, General Jesup, and others, we find two vulnerable girls, whose mother and 
older sister have suffered brutal sexual violence at the hands of U.S. officials while in 
transit to Indian Territory. Because these girls are able to survive, the clan continues. In 
so doing they represent another form of continued Seminole survivance, albeit one that is 
contingent on the work of women’s bodies via child birth. Like the Seminole tribes 
whose numbers dwindled during combat and Removal, at the time of Jumper’s 
publication the Snake Clan’s numbers are shrinking, but her story of the clan’s endurance 
reiterates the story told more broadly about Seminole and Miccasukee peoples in Florida. 
Moreover, her family story upends a dominant masculinist voice through the telling of a 
matriarchal story as told by a Seminole woman.     
 
Let Us Alone 
 
The Seminole peoples, Florida statehood, and the U.S.-Seminole Wars raised pressing 
questions about race, expansion, and Indian Removal for a larger U.S. reading public. For some 
the wars raised doubts about the efficacy and ethics of forced removal of Native peoples, while 
for others the Seminoles’ unwillingness to leave Florida stood as a direct challenge to U.S. settler 
86 
 
empire and expansion. Statehood did not curtail continued warfare and so Florida territory had 
not experienced the population boom of other territories, despite U.S. efforts to lure settlers. As 
John Missal and Mary Lou Missal note, the years of bad press the wars generated made Florida a 
tough sell, but Florida was admitted as a slave state in 1845 and the new flag donned the ironic 
motto “Let Us Alone” (see fig. 2).150  
The Seminoles endured extreme trauma, but the conflict also had an unprecedented 
influence on the endurance of Seminole people—both those who staying in Florida and those 
who moved west to Indian Territory. In defiance of attempts to remove the Seminoles and strip 
them of their land and culture, they continued to maintain communities in Florida as a people. 
Moreover, Brent Richard Weisman argues that the wars strengthened a sense of ethnic and 
cultural identity, creating stronger cohesion among various bands and communities.
151
  
Today the Seminole Tribe of Florida, the Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, the 
Independent Traditional Seminole Nation, and various other Native Floridian communities 
continue to challenge state and federal sovereignty in Florida. In 1957 the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida established a constitution, gained federal recognition, and established a business charter 
for the Seminole Tribe of Florida, Inc.
152
 Following these changes the tribe began vigorously 
pursuing economic possibilities in the state, becoming the first federally-recognized tribe to 
establish a high stakes casino. According to anthropologist Jessica Cattalino, the opening of 
Hollywood Seminole Bingo on the Hollywood reservation “launched a gaming revolution that 
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spread throughout Indian Country, building American Indian tribes’ political and economic 
power, and popular culture.”153 The revenue from these gaming operations has made the 
Seminole Tribe of Florida an economic force in the state. Moreover, Cattalino argues that the 
success of Indian casinos, for the Seminole in particular, have highlighted the interstitial spaces 
between federal, state, and tribal sovereignty. She writes, “It is perhaps surprising that tribal 
sovereignty would be unfamiliar or threatening in the United States, a federalist nation-state in 
which tribal government are one among multiple governments. […] Tribal gaming not only calls 
attention to the place of American Indian tribes within the federalist system […] it also has 
reshaped states’ rights and federalism more generally.”154 While involvement in high stakes 
gaming means active participation in the same market economy that has continued to challenge 
Seminole self-determination and land holdings, participation also means the tribe has become a 
powerful player in Florida that continues to challenge the limits of states’ rights, as perhaps best 
evidenced in the Seminole Tribe of Florida v. Florida Supreme Court Indian gaming case. While 
nineteenth century warfare, attempted removal, and reservation production were all U.S. 
governmental tactics that attempted to erase Seminole presence in Florida, they were all 
invariably unsuccessful in producing an all-encompassing U.S. settler state.  
Standing in contrast to the tribe’s economic pursuits and active participation in a global 
capital economy is the continuation of tribal practices that extend back beyond federal 
recognition and U.S. interventions into Seminole self-governance. While the various Seminole 
and Miccosukee nations and communities across Florida have chosen different ways to engage 
the state of Florida, the federal U.S. government, and their own cultural, governmental, and 
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economic changes, they still participate in the Green Corn ceremony. As Danny Billie of the 
Independent Traditional Seminole nation informed Winona LaDuke, Anishinaabe activist, writer, 
and environmentalist, during her interviews with him, the Green Corn Dance “‘defines who we 
are and what we are as traditional Indian people. It is the heart and soul of the traditional 
Seminole way of life.’”155  
The Green Corn Dance is held every summer and is the most important annual gathering 
for Floridian Seminole communities. Historically it has been a time for council meetings, 
cleansing, and growth—as the corn grows so do the People. The dance has been practiced for 
hundreds of years in Florida and from time immemorial.
156
 Brent Weisman writes:  
In its entirety, the Seminole Green Corn Dance modeled the Seminole cosmos, in 
which the suggested limits of both individual and group action were presented. To 
the Seminoles, the message was clear, although perhaps expressed in the 
subliminal language of symbols. They are indeed like beads on a string, drawn 
together with other beads only once a year and in the main left to conduct life on 
their own.
157
 
 
The annual celebration as a time for renewal, reflection, and communal gathering 
demonstrates the perpetuity of Seminole life, focusing on rebirths and futures rather than 
endings.  
 In addition to asserting themselves as a political, environmental, (and in some 
cases economic) force in Florida, the Seminole and Miccosukee peoples also continue to 
tell their own stories of their people and of the warfare that stretched across Florida in the 
nineteenth century. Despite limited use of print in the past, today the Seminole Tribe of 
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Florida publishes its own newspaper, the Seminole Tribune, whose subtitle boasts of itself 
as the “voice of the unconquered” and a media presence. Seminole poets and writers, like 
Betty Mae Jumper and her son Moses Jumper, Jr., have drawn literary attention to 
Seminole peoples. The Ah-Ta-Thi-Ki museum was opened at Big Cypress in 1997 and, 
as two of its aims, seeks to archive and educate both Seminole and non-Seminole patrons 
about Seminole history and culture.
158
 While all these twentieth and twenty-first century 
projects to increase communication and contact with those outside Seminole communities 
have inevitably yielded complex effects on previous practices of daily life, culture, and 
communalism, they also demonstrate something inherently Seminole—a willingness to 
adapt and change in order to maintain territorial claim in Florida.  
 The fight for Florida statehood was one marked by combat and warfare that tested 
the limits of U.S. expansion and Indian removal. While the U.S. attempted to contain, 
control, and understand the territory through military campaigns and the circulation of the 
printed page, it did not gain full sovereignty or the final word on the matter. Osceola was 
originally an English derivation of a Muscogean name, and arguably its translation 
demonstrated a U.S. settler desire to transform Seminole peoples to suit the needs of U.S. 
expansion. But since the nineteenth century it has become a common Seminole surname 
and the figure of Osceola (and all he signified) has been reappropriated and repurposed 
by the Seminoles. With every new Osceola born, Osceolas continue to call Florida home 
and both to say and not say “let us alone.” 
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Chapter 2: Hatuey’s Revenge and the State of Cuba 
The prize in literary contests should not go for the best ode, but for the best study of the political  
factors of one’s country.159 
       
But I say to whomever is listening, that the Indian exists. We exist, we are Cuban and we are  
Indians. We are mountain Guajiros, and we are proud to be well entrenched, always ready to  
defend our homeland.
160
 
 
In 1857 John Brougham’s energetically-titled play Columbus el Filibustero! A New and 
Audaciously Original Historico-Plagiaristic, Ante-Nation, Pre-Patriotic, and Comic Confusion 
of Circumstances, Running Through Two Acts and Four Centuries was first performed at the 
Burton Theatre in New York City. A satirical account of Columbus’s voyage to the New World, 
the play (with Brougham performing the role of Columbus) enacted the moment of first contact. 
But Columbus does not arrive in the Caribbean. He lands in New York City. There he encounters 
the industrial city and the U.S. settler nation-state, finally returning to King Ferdinand’s court in 
Spain with a motley consortium of representatives from the New World, including all the states 
and a very teary Miss Kansas Territory.  
While the play revels in absurdity, as in its humorous (and lengthy) title, it also evokes 
the geopolitical climate of U.S. culture in 1858, a year marked by financial panic, filibusterism, 
the Dred Scott decision, the Mountain Meadows massacre, the continuing Third U.S.-Seminole 
War, and heightening tensions in Kansas, all of which exacerbated visceral political schisms 
concerning slavery and the material and symbolic roles of territories in U.S. policy, ideology, 
and culture. What Brougham obscures in his play is as telling as what he includes. Brougham’s 
                                                 
159
 Jose Martí, "Nuestra America," José Martí Reader: Writings on the Americas, ed. Deborah Shnookal and Mirta 
Muñiz (Melbourne: Ocean Press, 2007), 123. 
 
160
 Cacique Panchito qtd. by José Barreiro in “Taíno Survivals: Cacique Panchito, Caridad de Los Indios, Cuba,” in 
Indigenous Resurgence in the Contemporary Caribbean: Amerindian Survival and Revival, ed. Maximilian C. Forte 
(New York: Peter Lang, 2006), 26. 
91 
 
New World origin story explicitly addresses internal geopolitical turmoil in the U.S. while 
omitting a Caribbean origin story. His first contact narrative privileges an “ante-national” 
moment but also anticipates U.S. imperial nationhood. The historical enjambment of the two 
situates the U.S. in a larger American context while also eliding the other spaces, peoples, and 
cultures at play. The elision of Cuba, which Columbus visited on his first voyage, is particularly 
telling, given the popular public interest in the island in the 1850s. As one magazine proclaimed 
in 1856: “At the present time, there is a great and remarkable degree of interest throughout the 
whole country in regard to every thing connected with the Island of Cuba.”161 The newly elected 
James Buchanan had gained recognition just three years earlier for the secretly-drafted Ostend 
Manifesto, which outlined plans to buy Cuba from Spain, and, as President, Buchanan showed 
his continued interest in annexation.
162
  As one southern newspaper alleged, prior to the election 
Buchanan had informed “some friends at Wheatland, that if he was elected, and could see the 
Slavery question at rest, and Cuba annexed, he would willingly die.”163 Whether or not this was 
true is less important than the sentiment it expressed: there was a reading audience with vested 
interests in Cuban annexation. 
In this chapter, I explore the deployment of nativeness and indigeneity in U.S. imperial 
ventures into Cuba throughout the late 1840s and 1850s as well as in Cuban independence 
movements at the end of the nineteenth century. While U.S.-led efforts to annex, seize, or 
liberate Cuba operated under a different vision of Cuba’s future from that of nationals like the 
writer and revolutionary José Martí, efforts to remove Spanish rule, despite their political 
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impetus, typically employed a repeated trope: erasure of pre-contact indigenous presence on the 
island and the supplanting of Spanish colonialism with “native” rule. Shona Jackson’s reading of 
Cuban writer Antonio Benítez-Rojo’s influential theory of the Caribbean “repeating island” 
proves helpful here.
164
  In her study of Guyanese Creole identity, Jackson argues that indigeneity 
is an intrinsic, though under-articulated, element of Benítez-Rojo’s theoretical framework. For 
Jackson, the factual assertion of a “repetition of indigenous disappearance” or the narrative of 
terra nullius as the rhetorical infrastructure buttressing the settler contract is essential to 
postmodern Caribbean ontologies.
165
 Additionally enmeshed, particularly in the case of Cuba, 
was repeated U.S. interference into the internal affairs and economy of the island. While I agree 
with Jackson that indigeneity served as a useful rhetorical tool in the project of nation-building, it 
also informed the narrative tactics of U.S. imperial expansion, sometimes at odds with Caribbean 
nation-building. The melding of the Columbus contact narrative and that of Puritan New England 
was not unique to Brougham’s play, but had embedded itself in imperialist U.S. narratives of 
origin throughout the nineteenth century.
166
  Loose links were made between first contact, British 
colonial settlement, and U.S. nation-building that collapsed time and space in ways that tethered 
the settler colonial nation to a hemispheric network of European colonialisms, depicting the U.S. 
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as always-already an outcome of contact, but also a polity with a deep history and more 
longstanding presence as part of the Americas.
167
 
This chapter is framed by the question: why not Cuba? Despite continued U.S. political 
and cultural interests spanning the entirety of the nineteenth century—and into the twenty-first—
the U.S. relationship to the island did not replicate the pattern of annexation and territorial 
governance that had marked many prior conquests.
168
 Cuba’s involvement in the slave trade, as 
well as the racialization of its population and its geographic constitution as peripheral to the U.S., 
proved insurmountable challenges to the repeated narrative of U.S. expansion dominating the 
majority of nineteenth-century territorial ventures. However, the variegated relationship the U.S. 
would foster in Cuba proved useful for its relationships with other previously Spanish territories 
as the nation extended its political and cultural interests beyond the continent and into the 
Caribbean, the Pacific, and across the globe. 
 Cuba is an absent presence in Brougham’s play—not only through the figure of 
Christopher Columbus but also through Brougham’s depiction of him as a filibuster. 
Filibusterism was the popular mid-nineteenth-century term used to describe masculinist 
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excursions into Latin America to seize land and peoples, ostensibly from oppressive, tyrannical 
goverments. Filibustering excursions gained the rapt attention of an antebellum reading public in 
the U.S., as narratives of the exploits and adventures of filibusters swept through the pages of 
newspapers, magazines, and literary texts.
169
 While many of these filibusters were white male 
U.S. nationals (most famously William Walker), there were also numerous Cuban exiles who 
participated in filibusterism.
170
 As literary scholar Rodrigo Lazo argues, many of these 
individuals challenged the notion that the filibustering era was entirely based on a desire to 
spread the expanse and ideology of U.S. empire. While there were aspects of the founding 
constitutional principles of the U.S. nation-state that many of them valued, not all of these exiled 
Cubans had a strong vested interest in the U.S proper. For many, collaboration with U.S.-driven 
plots was strategic and nuanced, rather than wholesale consumption of U.S. jingoism, and spoke 
not only to interests in imperial expansion, but also to a “protonationalist” Cuban impulse.171 
Like their U.S. counterparts, Cuban filibusteros, to use Lazo’s term, also utilized the popularity 
and increasing circulation of the popular press to spread their messages. There was even a 
newspaper established in New York in 1853 that took El Filibustero as its name. The paper 
“highlight[ed] the anticolonial dimensions of the Cuban filibustering efforts […] to emphasize 
that the island’s inhabitants had a right to govern themselves.”172  
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Therefore, the description of Christopher Columbus as El Filibustero in Brougham’s play 
situates the explorer within narratives of 1850s U.S.-based land grabs in Latin America. And 
Brougham’s play premiered in New York City, not only the location of the newspaper El 
Filibustero, but also numerous other Spanish-language Cuban papers. At the time New York was 
also home to one of the largest Cuban exile communities in the U.S.  Whether in jest or not, the 
choice to enjamb the narrative of first contact with the prevailing social debates of the day makes 
a double move. As noted earlier, it highlights a desire to establish the U.S. as having a deep 
history with origins stretching well before the end of the eighteenth century, but the choice also 
substitutes the federated imperial nation for that of indigenous peoples. It is, after all, an urban 
population that greets Columbus and his sailors upon their landing, not indigenous peoples. He is 
greeted with a barrage of party politicking, as “committee men” fight to get Columbus to run as 
their party candidate for a smattering of elected offices. One observer holds a sign reading 
“Columbus for President,” and another: “Liberty for ever.”173 This last slogan pokes fun at the 
political climate of the 1850s and calls into question the vitality of the rhetoric of U.S. 
foundational values, such as liberty and freedom. However, this humorous critique also reveals 
an equally discordant mash-up: that of the settler colonial nation and the indigenous peoples of 
the Americas. In the play, the modern nation-state that Columbus first encounters is indigenous 
to the Americas, not pre-contact peoples. In so doing the narrative does not replicate another 
often repeated teleology of U.S. origin stories—Native peoples preceded the nation but then 
stepped aside for the progress of U.S. empire.    
King Powhattan, Pocahontas, and John Smith all make a brief appearance as part of the 
“Trans-atlantic” parade of New World/New York curiosities Columbus brings back for King 
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Ferdinand’s entertainment. Taking up the rear of the procession with them are “two Ethiopians, 
bearing respectively a mint julep and a sherry cobbler” and the “Almighty Dollar.”174 They are 
silent participants in the procession, and their entrance is immediately superseded by the gang of 
local states, depicted by “beautiful young ladies” and then by the crying, bloody-nosed Miss 
Kansas who wants desperately to be included in the Union.
175
 An indigenous presence is all but 
erased by the onset of the modern imperial nation-state in Brougham’s play. It is literally in the 
background, positing a temporal assertion of indigenous presence that is barely even constitutive 
of a more distant pre-modern past.    
The Native and black figures, as well as the “Almighty Dollar,” symbolize some of the 
strongest social and cultural debates of the day. While the black figures are described as 
Ethiopians, they are depicted as bringing quintessentially U.S. alcoholic drinks. Their 
presentation of the alcoholic drinks not only links them to the U.S., but also seems to reference 
their position as servants—and implicitly as slaves. They are then followed by three characters 
that embody the Jamestown narrative and thus continental British contact, rather than Spanish 
Caribbean and Latin American colonization. And finally, the “Almighty Dollar [appears], in 
regal robes and promiscuously attended.”176 Together these figures signify slavery, settlement, 
and the capitalist market that served as driving forces in the U.S. imperial project. They stand 
silent, mere spectral witnesses in the background of the play’s main action, the bloody-nosed 
crying fit of Miss Kansas, as she laments her exclusion from the other states.
177
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The bloody-nose of Miss Kansas references the violence of Bleeding Kansas, which was 
a response to debates about slavery and statehood. The Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 had 
rescinded the earlier Missouri Compromise decision in which an anti-slavery state must be 
entered into the Union with the admittance of any slave state. The Kansas-Nebraska Act 
advocated popular sovereignty, and based the decision of whether a state would be slave or free 
on the majority decision of the voting residents of the territory. The decision led to extreme 
unrest in Kansas territory, but also revived debates about Cuban annexation. Immediately after 
President Pierce signed the Act he assured the U.S. public that no plans to sieze control of Cuba 
would be pushed forward in the near future. According to literary scholar Eric Sundquist, this 
decision was meant to appease Northerners’ anger at the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act, 
but “in the long run, the conjunction of Kansas and Cuba devastated both the Democratic party 
and the idea of popular sovereignty; crushed the South’s dream of a Caribbean empire; lost a 
territory destined to be of strategic importance to the United States in later years.”178 Therefore 
Brougham’s Miss Kansas actually has much to do with the absent Cuba, as well as the spectral 
symbol of Native presence, Pocahontas.     
 
Constituting Kansas 
While Kansas had gained widespread attention in the late 1850s as a lightning rod for the 
slavery debate, prior to Kansas statehood the region had been part of Indian Territory. In the 
1840s and 1850s Native peoples in the territory experienced the encroachment of white settlers 
and the cession of land. In 1825 both the Kansa and the Osage signed treaties with the U.S. 
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federal government ceding large swaths of land for space in Indian Territory (present-day eastern 
Oklahoma), in the case of the Osage, and in the area surrounding present-day Topeka, in the case 
of the Kansa. In addition, numerous other nations were removed to the ceded land, including the 
Shawnees.
179
 As Daniel S. Murphee argues, the growing numbers of Native peoples pushed from 
their traditional homelands drew greater attention to the fertility of the land in the eyes of white 
settlers and the U.S. government. By 1854 when the Kansas-Nebraska Act passed, indigenous 
land titles which had not been legally terminated were ignored. As Murphee continues, “while 
the debate over popular sovereignty and the expansion of slavery raged on the front pages of the 
eastern newspapers, the fleecing of Indian resources was well under way in the central Plains.”180 
The debate over popular sovereignty for U.S. citizens, therefore, came with a denial of 
indigenous sovereignty.
181
  
While debate in the popular press raged over the importance of the voices of the people in 
deciding Kansas’s future, this debate hinged on the systemic squatting of predominantly white 
settlers. To invoke the “cacophony” of indigenous-settler colonial relations as described in the 
work of Chickasaw scholar Jodi Byrd, the claim for democratic decision-making in concert with 
the ethos of U.S. constitutionalism consistently, but discordantly, is built on the unacknowledged 
sovereignty of indigenous people. Byrd’s challenge to the mythology of the frontier, the master 
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tool for U.S. imperial expansions as argued by historians like Richard Slotkin, seems especially 
useful here. She challenges the reading of American empire as that which “replicate[s] itself 
through a detachable and remappable ‘frontier’ or ‘wilderness’” and instead argues as an additive 
that U.S. empire “does so through the reproduction of Indianness that exists alongside racializing 
discourses that slip through the thresholds of whiteness and blackness, exclusion and inclusion, 
internal and external, that are the necessary conditions of settler colonial sovereignty.”182 For 
Byrd the figure of the Indian is the original enemy of the settler colonial state, for which truth 
and reconciliation cannot be and are never offered.    
 In J. L. Magee’s political lithograph Liberty. The fair maid of Kansas in the hands of the 
“border ruffians” we see this figure of the Indian at play, as Magee offers a satirical critique of 
voting malfeasance in Kansas Territory (see fig. 3). In the lithograph’s foreground Kansas is 
adorned in the cap and stars and stripes shawl used in numerous nineteenth-century depictions of 
Lady Liberty or Columbia. She pleads with Democratic leaders William L. Marcy, James 
Buchanan, Franklin Pierce, Lewis Cass, and Stephen Douglas to “spare me, gentlemen, spare 
me.” They are described as “border ruffians,” lawless men wreaking havoc on the territorial 
frontier. This derogation references the number of Missourians and others who allegedly fled 
into Kansas to swing the vote that would bring the territory into the U.S. as a slave state. On May 
4, 1855 the Liberator, William Lloyd Garrison’s abolitionist newspaper, published a series of 
resolves submitted to the House of Representatives addressing this voting fraud. One of these, 
the second resolve, “call[ed] upon the President of the United States to take instant and effectual 
measures for sustaining in Kansas the sovereignty of the people against the violence and invasion 
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of mobs from Missouri.”183 The article’s description of the Missouri invaders could as easily 
describe the settler squatters who had infiltrated indigenous lands in the territory prior to the 
passage of the act. The rhetoric of invasion, sovereignty, and land rights folds in on itself and 
gets deployed in multiple ways to describe competing views of the same political questions. The 
narrative of expansion embraced as a key feature of manifest destiny, then, also serves to critique 
internal debates among white U.S. settlers and citizens. 
Additionally in Magee’s illustration, the Democratic leaders all don weapons and 
gleefully grin as they enact frightening murder and violence. Douglas is scalping a man, holding 
his hair and flesh up seemingly with triumph. In the background the violence is reinforced with 
scenes of men, women, and children being tortured and murdered. While scalping was by no 
means an exclusively Native practice in combat, the assumption that it was littered the 
nineteenth-century U.S cultural imaginary—one needs look no further than the wildly popular 
Indian-hating narratives of the antebellum years, as embodied by James Fenimore Cooper’s 
novels. To critique their involvement in the Kansas debates that led not only to voting fraud but 
also widespread violence, the men are depicted as savages, highlighting discord between the 
gendered Kansas’s pleading to them as “gentlemen” and the acts they perform beside her.  The 
masculinized violence they depict stands in contrast to the feminized liberty of Kansas. Even the 
gendering of the image seemingly invokes the erasure of lived Native presence in the territory. 
The anthropomorphic maiden references the notion of virgin land, i.e. that untainted by “man.” 
Her depiction as the “fair” white maiden of liberty defenseless against the bloodthirsty 
Democrats not only invokes the stereotypes of defenselessness and purity associated with 
femininity, but her whiteness colors the land in a way that ignores blackness and Nativeness, 
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both embedded in the debates. In this gendered-racialized narrative of terra nullius, Native 
peoples are written out and written over in a critique of mismanagement, violence, and federal, 
state-sanctioned corruption.
184
       
In a second political cartoon in 1856 by Magee, Forcing slavery down the throat of a 
freesoiler, one observes a similar critique of Kansas corruption. In this image, however, Magee 
also makes explicit the relationship between the fight for Kansas and the debates over Cuba (see 
fig. 4). Buchanan and Cass stand on the Democratic platform pulling back the hair of a 
freesoiler, while Douglas and Piercer force-feed a black male figure down his throat. The 
Democratic platform they stand on also bears the inscriptions “General America, Cuba, and 
Kansas.” Unlike Liberty, this image focuses on slavery, and the ways in which southern and 
western territorial expansions further exacerbate the lightning rod issue of the day. 
We can think of these lithographs as companion pieces. When paired they engage the 
complex relationship between slavery, race, indigeneity, and republican federal governance that 
deeply marked the 1850s. Notions of savagery and civility are mobilized as a particular trope that 
runs in contrast to the values of liberty and freedom ostensibly espoused in the founding of the 
imperial nation-state. While savagery is clearly denoted as something contrary to the espoused 
U.S. sociopolitical values, in Magee’s lithographs it is redeployed to bodies other than those of 
the Indian, while also invoking the figure of the Indian and the initial and continuing injustice of 
colonialism. The issues of race, slavery, and Indian removal are co-constitutive and, as 
evidenced by the example of Kansas (and, as this chapter will argue later, Cuba), often 
materialized both in geopolitical flashpoints and in the bodily collisions of the intimately local, 
the day-to-day. While the term “filibuster” came to be almost synonymous with Cuba and 
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Central America in the 1850s, in some cases it was also deployed in the name of Kansas. Robert 
May argues that press phrases such as “Missouri Filibusters in Kansas” and “Kansas filibusters” 
demonstrate the pervasiveness of the term, but the word’s deployment was never entirely 
divorced from its most popular use as a reference to U.S. interests in annexing Cuba and other 
Latin American spaces.
185
 Before “filibuster” gained hold as a cultural meme the phrase “buffalo 
hunt” was employed, further highlighting an awareness that what happened in the West and to 
Indians was connected to what has happening in the Caribbean and the Global South.
186
 
 
Time for Cuba 
 By marking the Democratic platform with the word “Cuba,” Magee demonstrates the 
space Cuba held in the national consciousness. In font almost as large as that of “Kansas,” it 
serves less as a specter than as an additional cultural touchstone whose name carries a deep 
symbolic weight. As Cuban historian Louis A. Pérez demonstrates, the U.S. and Cuba each 
captured the attention of the other’s cultural imagination through circuits of print, economy, 
people, and geographic proximity.
187
  There was a wealth of news coverage, literature, and travel 
narratives dedicated to Cuban politics and Cuban life. In the U.S., Pérez contends, “Cuba entered 
the North American imagination as the ‘tropics,’ which is to say, as the opposite of what the 
United States was, specifically, what it was not.” To imagine or travel to Cuba was “less to a 
place than to a time, to a past in which to pursue undistracted pleasure, in which to linger 
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delighted with the promise of recuperation and rejuvenation.”188  Partly due to its status as a 
colony and partly due to its relationship to Spain, Cuba carried with it a mythic, antiquated aura. 
This view of Cuba reproduced the U.S. imperial narrative of progress—the notion of the white, 
male modern constitutional republic that steps into the present offering liberation, technology, 
and free market capitalism to the less advanced. But Matthew Pratt Guterl offers an alternative 
reading of the interwovenness of Cuba and U.S. culture and economy in the nineteenth century. 
To Guterl, Cuba’s significance can also be read as futurity and possibility, imagining Cuba as an 
extension of U.S. empire, and more specifically an extension of U.S. southern slaveocracy for 
wealthy Southerners and pro-slavery supporters.
189
  
 The sense of deep history associated with Cuba, as a long-term Spanish colony and one 
of Columbus’s first contacts in the Americas, coupled with its status as a colonial space, invited a 
narrative repetition and revision as well. It spoke to both a sense of the past and of the future. To 
free Cuba from Spanish colonialism meant a chance to replicate and reshape the story of the 
American Revolution and the rise of U.S. empire. In so doing, one can understand the repeated 
argument for offering up the “modern” benefits of U.S.-based citizenship and governance as 
nostalgia for the imperial nation-state’s origin story of itself. This repetition invited revision to 
the story, change and movement that were also markers of nineteenth-century settler colonial 
expansion.  
 What complicated this narrative, however, also made it so appealing. Cuba’s affiliation 
with Spain could be read as exotic, foreign, and mysterious, but also a marker of racial impurity 
and sexual deviance. For U.S. readers, fears about hundreds of years of interracial marriage or 
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reproduction on the island meant Cuba was racialized in ways that, like Mexico during the U.S.-
Mexico War, threatened to blemish the imagined white, male empire.
190
 Additionally, Cuba’s 
slave economy exacerbated the tensions in the U.S. between slavery supporters and abolitionists.   
 A striking gap in much of the scholarship surrounding U.S.-Cuban cross-cultural 
interactions in the nineteenth century, however, is the deployment of post-colonial rhetoric; i.e. 
an argument for “native” rule of the island free from the shackles of the Spanish colonizer. In the 
filibustering years of the 1840s and 1850s Cuban exiles and U.S. nationals alike argued for the 
freedom from Spanish rule as a liberatory one, whether its aftermath would result in U.S. 
annexation or independent nationhood. Arguments for U.S. annexation and the possibility of 
statehood overlooked the inconsistencies of such logic. Not only did such charges ignore the 
simultaneously post-colonial/settler colonial impetus of U.S. nation-building, but also chose to 
see U.S. involvement as different from that of Spain, as the U.S. would seemingly offer more 
liberties—at least for white and Creole males. Moreover, like the U.S. origin story, fantasies of 
postcolonial Cuba invoked a sense of political and cultural indigeneity while simultaneously 
erasing the lived experiences of indigenous peoples on the island. As Shona Jackson observes, 
the Indian in the Caribbean is often only invoked in national terms: “the appropriation of 
indigenous culture allows for the depiction of national roots that are precolonial, even if the 
borrowing itself is ultimately anti-indigenous and neo-colonial.”191  I take up Jackson’s call for 
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more scholarship that does not simply place indigenous peoples “outside or only at the beginning 
of modern history,” by following the assumption that indigenous peoples were living and present 
in nineteenth-century Cuba, despite their erasure in narratives of postcoloniality and nation-
building, despite attempts to write them out of history.
192
 Even the name Cuba, derived from 
“Cubanacan,” the Taíno word for the island, endures and in its utterance signals a continued 
indigenous relationship to the land.  
One of writer and lawyer Richard Henry Dana’s most widely read travelogues, To Cuba 
and Back (1859), noted the endurance of the name: “It is strange that the island itself has defied 
all the Spanish attempts to name it. It has been solemnly named Juana after the daughter of 
Ferdinand and Isabella; then Ferdinandina after Ferdinand himself; then Santiago, and lastly Ave 
María; but it has always fallen back upon the original Indian name of Cuba.”193 While Cuban 
slavery salted the wound of growing U.S. sectionalism for a Freesoiler like Dana, as well as 
many other travelers and writers, there was almost no explicit correlation drawn between 
indigeneity on the island and on the continent.
194
 As Dana begins his journey he informs his 
readers that he boards the ship Cahawba to Cuba. Cahawba was the name of the first capitol of 
Alabama, but is also a Choctaw phrase meaning “water above.”195 Knowingly or not, Dana’s 
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transit, therefore, already carries with it a trace of indigenous presence. While Dana romantically 
muses on the name of the island, he does not offer the same introspection while at sea.
196
  
The narrative of virtual Indian extinction on the island that Dana propels was also 
coupled with an argument about Spanish violence and brutality—for example, that the Spanish 
were so violent and cruel that they wiped out all of the Taíno and Arawaks. There were few 
connections made between that and U.S. projects of Removal and genocidal attempts to eradicate 
or completely assimilate Native people living within the U.S. territory proper. Anthropologist 
Maximilian Forte articulates this process as such: “The story of indigenous extinction is one the 
West tells itself about its own civilizational supremacy and cultural victory as the zenith of 
human achievement—indigenous peoples are always disappearing and declining. Why? They 
simply must, or the story will lose its power.”197 While nativeness was invoked in the name of 
modern governance, it was also disarticulated from the lived experience of actual indigenous 
peoples.  And many indigenous Cuban communities lived in rural, isolated areas on the island, 
making it easier to ignore their voices.
198
 The “nationalist native” was not only a trope of mid-
century filibustering efforts but also of narratives surrounding revolutionary and imperialist 
movements at end of the century. A return to native rule, therefore, did not signal a true move 
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toward postcoloniality, but rather signaled a new relationship to the geopolitical scale of the 
nation-state and U.S. empire. 
 
To Cuba and Back 
 Despite the trope of oppressive Spanish rule, a significant portion of the Cuban economy 
in the 1850s was based on trade with the U.S. By the middle of the nineteenth century, the U.S. 
had become the biggest importer of Cuban sugar. According to Narciso López scholar Tom 
Chaffin, by the middle of the century Louisiana, which had been a major producer for the U.S. 
market, could only provide approximately one-third of the sugar consumed.
199
 Eventually, sugar 
exportation to the U.S. would drive the market and, according to Louis Pérez, drive the 
continued expansion of the market (and thus the influx of more slaves) and lead to a system of 
trade in which it was cheaper to focus primarily on sugar production and import many other 
needed goods from the U.S., establishing a system of economic interdependence between the 
two.
200
  But awareness of the economic possibility of Cuba was not new in the nineteenth 
century. After Britain took control of Havana for almost a year during the Seven Years War (the 
same war that caused significant change in Florida as well), awareness of the economic 
possibility and natural resources of Cuba became evident.
201
 And after the Haitian revolution 
Cuba became the world’s largest sugar producer, ever more reliant on black slave labor to 
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maintain the industry.
202
 By 1846 thirty six percent of the total population was enslaved and 
between 1816 and 1867 well over half a million Africans were brought to the island. An 
additional seventeen percent of the population was comprised of free blacks, making whites and 
Creoles on the island the minority.
203
   
Partly fueled by the sugar trade and partly by the island’s geographic proximity to the 
U.S., throughout the first half of the nineteenth century Cuba was introduced to many new 
technologies, gaining steam power in 1819, railroads by the 1830s, and the telegraph in 1851. 
These technological innovations not only created faster networks across the nation, but also 
made travel and communication between Cuba and the continent quicker and more efficient.
204
 
As a result many U.S. businessmen, particularly those affiliated with the sugar industry, moved 
to the island. According to Pérez, “between 1846 and 1862 the number of U.S.-born population 
of Cuba almost doubled: from nearly 1,260 to 2,500.”205 Technological innovation also made 
travel to and from Cuba more feasible, and Havana in particular became a popular destination. 
The island became a desirable vacation spot both for its natural beauty and for the assumed 
health benefits of its tropical climate.
206
 As international trade increased for Cuba, its need for 
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Spain began to wane, creating strain between the wealthier Creole populations who had, until 
mid-century, made the conscious choice to maintain a colonial relationship rather than 
attempting to free themselves from colonial rule, and the Spanish colonial government.
207
     
 Travel from the U.S. to Cuba rose, and so did travel from Cuba to the U.S. As economic 
and cultural ties between the island and the continent strengthened, tens of thousands of Cubans 
came to the States for business, education, travel, or as permanent residents. Creole persecution 
during La Escalera, an era of violence, strict surveillance, and heightened governmental 
oversight of the daily lives of Cubans that lasted from 1844 until the 1860s, also led many to flee 
to the U.S. Among the émigrés were Cuban intellectuals, radicals, and critics of the colonial 
government.
208
 Strict censorship guidelines in Cuba over dissidents and free blacks made it 
easier in some cases for dissidents to write in exile. In other cases, individuals seen as threats to 
the colonial government were banished.
209
 Due to prior familiarity with the U.S., Cubans, 
particularly Cubans of wealth and standing, were able to adjust to their new homes, not only 
integrating themselves into society and commerce, but also establishing their own 
communities.
210211
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Creoles were not the only ones to flee the island. Many free blacks left as well, partially 
due to the help of the O’Donnell administration which encouraged blacks to emigrate in attempts 
to tamper with plots for further uprising. Any repression experienced by Creoles on the island 
paled in comparison to the surveillance and violence executed on blacks. It was assumed that 
free blacks had started the slave uprisings of 1843, and torture and death became the 
punishments for suspected conspirators.
212
 While Creole writers fled the country, free blacks 
often suffered a far worse fate. The poet Plácido was executed, and the author of Cuba’s first 
slave narrative, Juan Francisco Manzano, was imprisoned.
213
 The liminal status of libres de color 
as both free and black raised anxieties about their ability to collaborate with both slaves and 
Creoles in attempts to overthrow the government. Additionally, as indicated in the 1841 census, 
whites and Creoles on the island were outnumbered by slaves and free blacks, exacerbating 
white fears that Cuba could become the next Haiti.
214
 Many of these free blacks ended up in the 
same U.S. port cities along the Gulf coast and Atlantic seaboard as Creoles, while others were 
deported to Mexico in large numbers.
215
  
The flood of Cuban emigrants was also matched by the influx of Chinese immigrants. 
Starting in 1847 the number of Chinese workers, derogatorily called “los culíes chinos” or 
“coolies,” increased dramatically in Cuba, primarily at the behest of plantation owners who 
                                                 
212
 Reid-Vazquez, The Year of the Lash, 47–53. 
 
213
 Ibid., 3. 
 
214
 Ibid., 151. 
 
215
 For further reading about emigrant free Blacks as well as free Black immigration to Cuba, see Michele Reid-
Vazquez “Spectacles of Power: Repressing the Conspiracy of La Escalera.” Ibid., 69–70. 
111 
 
needed more labor.
216
 While the dominant scholarly trend has been to understand this migration 
as the product of a waning in African slave labor, Asian diasporas scholar Lisa Yun argues that 
in fact the numbers of Africans forcibly brought to Cuba as slaves actually increased. Yun reads 
both forms of racialized labor as “concomitant and co-productive.”217 As such, we can 
understand the addition of large numbers of Chinese workers not as supplementing one 
oppressed group of peoples with an exploited other, but rather as indicating the rapid growth of 
the sugar industry and its racialized labor regimes. The addition of a large new population of 
people complicated hierarchies of race, class, and, invariably, gender, as most of the Chinese 
laborers transported were male. While there were deep-rooted stereotypes about blackness, 
stereotypes of the coolie took root as well. But, in a move that made palpable the malleability of 
racial categories, Chinese and Chinese-Cubans were understood for a time as “white” and not 
black. In an attempt to shift the proportion of Cubans of color to white Cubans, Chinese 
immigrants and indigenous Yucatanians were classified as white, and by 1874 both groups 
totaled almost 130,000 people.
218
 This says less about the actual lived experiences of many 
Chinese laborers, who often suffered under conditions of severe exploitation, than about the 
changing social fabric of Cuba. 
Later in the nineteenth-century, the system of coolie labor in Cuba would not only come 
under scrutiny by the Chinese government and some Cubans but also by the U.S. The 
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establishment of this contract labor system would influence the shift from slave to free labor 
prior to the abolition of slavery in Cuba in 1886. Like African slaves, many indentured Chinese 
workers were forcibly brought to Cuba in large ships and experienced horrendous mortality 
rates.
219
  Moreover, the coolie trade on the island reflected similar exploitative labor practices 
used by the U.S. to bolster expansion, raising questions not only about Cuban labor practices but 
U.S. ones as well.    
 Cuban exiles in the U.S. spoke back to this changing social fabric, and their writing and 
activism not only had an influence in the States, but many of them also helped shape anti-
colonial views and led nationalist efforts in Cuba. Pérez describes the destierro experience 
powerfully: “destierro was a transformative experience. For Cubans absorbed with matters of 
patria, the United States provided an environment in which the evolving discourse on nation was 
offered up freely at public forums among a vast number of participants. Cuban publications in 
exile—pamphlets, periodicals, and books, but mostly newspapers—proliferated.”220 Through the 
production and dissemination of print and the organization of destierro collectivities, Cuban exile 
communities had a strong hand in framing the filibustering efforts of the 1840s  and 1850s and, 
later in the century, the nationalist revolution. Among these was José Martí, figurehead of the 
Cuban revolution, who would do much of his writing while in exile in New York City. While 
there is little understanding of how Creole and black exiles collaborated and interacted with one 
another, the pressing issues on the minds of many émigrés was what to do about slavery on the 
island and how to eradicate Spanish control.  
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Cuban Papers 
According to Tom Chaffin, the fears of slave rebellion that La Escalera inspired led many 
wealthy Creoles to become proponents of annexation: “Creole pride might have preferred 
outright independence, but fears of inadvertently igniting a slave revolt were stronger. The 
United States seemed the best alternative to royalist Spain: an option that promised relative 
autonomy, a likely end to the slave trade, but immediate protection of Cuban slavery—and all 
without massive social upheaval.”221 A preference for stronger political ties between the U.S. and 
Cuba, therefore, was in many ways a tactical, pragmatic decision rather than an ideological one. 
But, for some radical Creoles, annexation or independence were both insufficient responses, and 
instead threatened simply to replace one oppressive government with another. Opinions varied 
on what would and should become of Cuba, and many of these debates were mapped out in the 
rich communities of Cuban print culture that developed around the U.S. particularly in New 
Orleans and New York City.  
 As Cubans emigrated to the U.S. in the 1840s and 1850s, they entered a moment of 
significant technological innovation in the production of print. The introduction of the steam-
powered press and stereotype, along with cheaper, more effective paper production allowed for 
more efficient print, flooding the market with publications. Among these was the rise of the 
penny press, cheaply produced and widely distributed papers geared towards a more expansive 
audience than that of literati and middle and upper class readers, the previous core audiences of 
periodical circulation.
222
 As Michael Emery, Edwin Emery, and Nancy Roberts argue, the rise of 
the penny press corresponded with the rise of Jacksonian democracy and the belief that 
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newspapers fostered an egalitarian space for the masses to dialogue on pressing social, cultural, 
and political issues. Unlike their predecessors, penny papers could be bought individually; one 
was not required to pay an entire subscription upfront. While this made purchasing cheaper, it 
also demanded writers and editors find ways to entice a buying audience, which often resulted in 
the sensationalizing of news coverage to lure possible customers. Therefore the kind of press 
consumed adapted as well as its production and distribution.
223
  
In addition to the rise of the penny press and more cost-effective printing was Morse’s 
invention of the telegraph in 1837. With the telegraph, news could travel more quickly and 
across much farther distances. During the U.S.-Mexico War and increased expansion westward, 
the telegraph not only increased the speed with which news was disseminated, but also had the 
effect of shrinking space. If one could be in New York reading about an event that occurred in 
California only days prior it created a stronger sense of intimacy and familiarity with the 
space.
224
 The U.S.-Mexico War was the first foreign war to receive extensive press coverage 
from correspondents on the ground in Mexico. Much of this coverage was initially disseminated 
through New Orleans newspapers, as New Orleans was a close port city. The Spanish-language 
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paper La Patria played a major role in transmitting war news. Its correspondents and translations 
made it one of the publications heavily relied on by other papers across the U.S.
225
    
New Orleans, as Kristen Silva Gruesz contends, became the space of a thriving Spanish-
language and Cuban desterrado community for a number of reasons. For one, it was a port city 
on the Gulf, and therefore much of the traffic between the U.S. and Cuba travelled between New 
Orleans and Havana. For another, New Orleans, like Cuba, had once been under Spanish colonial 
control and was still culturally and ethnically influenced by that history. Finally, because of its 
slave market, New Orleans was a major hub for the U.S. slave trade and carried with it deeply 
symbolic weight as the embodiment of slavery and sectionalism. Gruesz understands the city as 
“a kind of conduit point—not only between the Gulf and River, North and South, East and West, 
but also between polarized characterizations of Self and Other: it can be made to figure both as 
the epitome of southern difference and as an exceptional case within it.”226 New Orleans’s 
cultural and ethnic history, as well as its relationship to multiple European colonial powers prior 
to U.S. incorporation, made it a rich interface of the layered histories of settler colonialism, 
empire, and the rise of the capitalist market. 
From the early 1800s, New Orleans had fostered a Hispanophone print culture, but by the 
late 1840s and 1850s La Patria became perhaps its most prominent publication.
227
 While initially 
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a Spanish-language paper, by 1848 its issues became bilingual. The paper was always geared 
towards a pan-Caribbean, trans-American audience, but significant attention was paid to Cuba.
228
 
It was first published in 1845 as El Hablador edited by Victoriano Alemán and Eusebio Juan 
Gómez, and a year later it became La Patria. Based on Gruesz’s study of the publication, she 
observes that while early issues were often critical of Cuban censorship—publishing editorials 
and literature that explicitly lampooned the colonial government’s suppression of free speech—
later issues offered less outspoken critiques.
229
 Perhaps this is because Gómez and Alemán not 
only saw themselves as political participants, but also as “cultural ambassadors,” addressing 
racism and xenophobia by demonstrating the intellect and education of Spanish-speaking 
communities in the U.S.
230
 Cuban émigrés, in particular, fled to the U.S. after a period of 
prosperous literary production was squashed with the censorship of La Escalera. They brought 
with them the energy and creativity of this cultural movement, continuing to publish their work 
in U.S.-based Spanish-language publications.   
New York also housed a thriving Spanish-language print culture and Cuban community. 
El Filibustero was published from 1853-1854. La Verdad was first published in 1848 and—like 
La Patria—ran until 1860. La Verdad was published by pro-annexationists, “a coalition of 
revolutionaries and planters from the island who saw annexation to the United States as a viable 
option for separating from Spain.”231 Cirilo Villaverde, author of Cecilia Valdés o La Loma de 
Angel (1839,1882), arguably the most significant Cuban novel of the nineteenth century, 
published El Independiente, which was less sympathetic to the oversight of U.S. imperialism in 
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Cuba.
232
 While New York was geographically further from the Caribbean than New Orleans, it 
also participated in heavy trade. Moreover, it also was home to the largest Cuban exile 
community in the U.S.
233234
  
Advancements in printing and the transmission of news, along with technological 
innovations in transportation, including the steamboat and railroad, not only made it easier to 
transmit information across the continent but also transnationally, making access to news of 
Cuban events more accessible and immediate.  Through print, writers, editors, and intellectuals 
could speak to a variety of reading audiences, not only addressing fellow Cuban exiles, but also 
speaking back to Spanish colonial officials, Cubans still on the island, and the U.S. government. 
Language invariably aided in the shaping of audience as well. Some papers were published 
entirely in Spanish, but not all. In addition to address, the choice of language, for example the 
choice to make issues monolingual or bilingual, additionally signaled the imagined audience for 
writers and editors. Many of these papers, therefore, participated in complex networks of print 
that contracted or expanded the scope of circulation between the local, the translocal, and the 
transamerican.   
Filibusterism began to gain cultural traction in the late 1840s and 1850s, and newspapers 
were not shy about publishing these exploits. Many of the Spanish-language newspapers took up 
the cause of filibusterism and annexation. While not always fervent advocates, most did not 
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decry annexation.
235
 Rodrigo Lazo sees this move as sitting on the line between a 
“protonationalism (Cuban) discourse and U.S. expansionism.”236 There was general consensus 
that exiles felt a sense of dissatisfaction with Spain, but there was far less consensus on the best 
tactical moves by which to remove colonialism. Some Creoles were slaveowners and did not 
advocate abolition; others felt that annexation and affiliation with the U.S. would guard Cuba 
from a period of unrest and chaos that other postcolonial Caribbean and Latin American 
communities had faced. And, as always, there was the racially-motivated fear that Cuba could 
become a second Haiti.
237
     
In New York, however, there were staunch supporters of annexation that began to 
collaborate with Cuban dissidents, filibusteros, and the U.S. government. The well-known editor 
of the United States Magazine and Democratic Review, John O’Sullivan, was one of the most 
vocal advocates of imperial expansion in the U.S., and he used his magazine as a mouthpiece for 
the cause. The Democratic Review had famously published essays like “Annexation” (which 
coined the phrase “manifest destiny”) and “The Great Nation of Futurity” during the U.S.-
Mexico War and spoke not only of the need but the moral necessity of expansion.
238
 In addition 
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to his endorsement of westward movement, O’Sullivan also believed the U.S. empire would 
invariably extend itself throughout the Caribbean.  
Through efforts led by O’Sullivan and, most famously, Narciso López, filibusters and 
filibusteros would stage numerous campaigns in which they attempted to seize Cuba forcibly. 
While López would become the most famous filibustero, O’Sullivan was the most longstanding 
advocate. They were, however, most certainly not alone. Numerous (mostly male) members of 
the U.S. elite, including government officials, newspaper editors, and businessmen were swept 
up in the filibustering fervor and the promise of Cuba.  
U.S. interest in Cuba began long before the 1840s, however. Thomas Jefferson was the 
first president to express interest in acquiring Cuba, and in 1823 famously said of the island: “’I 
candidly confess, that I have ever looked on Cuba as the most interesting addition that could be 
made to our system of States.”239 A robust effort was not made, however, because Spain was 
unwilling to sell and out of fear of British retaliation if Cuba were forcibly taken, as Britain had a 
strong military presence in the Caribbean. After a trip to Cuba that instilled in O’Sullivan a belief 
in the necessity of Cuban annexation, he began lobbying the Polk administration to try, yet again, 
to purchase Cuba.
240
  The next year, 1848, he returned to speak with the president, this time 
bringing the western Illinois senator Stephen Douglas with him.
241
 There were rumors later in 
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Seminole in Florida and it had been only two years since the death of Osceola.   
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1848 about alleged plans for a Creole uprising on the island, so the Polk administration kept its 
distance. In July conspiracy plans were confirmed and Narciso López, among others, was called 
out as a leader of the planned uprising.
242
 López then fled Cuba for New York City. There he 
organized Junta Cubano, a group of filibusteros who made plans to return to Cuba and attempt 
agitation and widespread rebellion.
243
 Junta Cubano would come to count among its rank-and-
file members, as well as attempted recruits, Stephen Douglas, Cirilo Villaverde, and John C. 
Calhoun. 
244
 In 1849 plans by a separate group were squashed when President Taylor drafted a 
proclamation that circulated in the press denouncing any paramilitary expeditions into peaceful 
territory.  López and O’Sullivan had relied heavily on newspaper and magazine coverage to 
drum up sympathy and recruits for their cause. The tactic worked effectively, but almost too 
well—officials in the U.S. and Cuban governments also read the papers.245 But this did not deter 
López. He continued to publish manifestos, propaganda pieces, speeches, and other writings in 
the papers in order to drum up additional support.
246
 In 1850 López moved to New Orleans and 
there, with the aid of prior followers as well the governor of Mississippi, John Quitman, led the 
first of two unsuccessful missions. To inspire his troops, López disseminated a broadside among 
them, continuing to demonstrate the intrinsic role of print to his mission. Even in the initial 
moments of action, López mediated the context through a paper account.
247
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The first mission quickly failed when López and his men arrived in Cárdenas and found 
little in the way of support. Adding insult to injury, many Cubans on the island joined the 
Spanish in fighting off the filibusters.
248
 López and his men quickly fled. Upon his return news 
of the invasion raised tensions between Whigs and Democrats, as well as between the U.S. and 
Cuba. The U.S. minister of Spain, Angel Calderón de la Barca, challenged U.S. governmental 
officials, demanding to know why López was still free and if an unwillingness to prosecute him 
showed a breach of U.S.-Cuban treaties regarding neutrality. Additionally, the filibusters’ 
excursion exacerbated concerns that with expansion the U.S. government could not continue to 
maintain control over a growing expanse of peoples and land. Tom Chaffin argues that in this 
way Taylor and Filmore’s attempts to maintain central, federal control began to function more as 
a “paper sovereignty” tearing at the seams:  
In daily practice Washington’s claimed absolute sovereignty usually proved just 
that—a mere claim on paper, a vast paper sovereignty that withered in execution 
The arm of federal law was long, but its grasp was weak; Uncle Sam’s day-to-day 
assertion of authority over the nation’s political life was frequently overwhelmed 
in—often by—the vast distances that separated Washington from much of the rest 
of country.
249
  
 
Newspapers did less to hold the notion of a cohesive American empire together than that they did 
to show its heterogeneity and disorder. Cases were compiled against López and some of his co-
conspirators, but in the end the federal government could not put together a successful case.  
In 1851 López planned his second and final mission. He led one set of troops while 
Colonel William Crittenden led another. As in the first invasion, the filibusters were quickly 
outnumbered by the Spanish. This time, however, they were unable to escape, and many were 
executed, including López and Crittenden. López’s execution was widely publicized, with mixed 
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responses.
250
 Some saw the means of execution as excessively cruel and indicative of Spanish 
brutality. A journalist for the Christian Advocate and Journal wrote: “the barbarous policy 
pursued by the authorities of the Island toward the prisoners, must have a fatal reaction.”251 
Others linked the expedition’s failure to larger critiques of aggressive annexation. The New York 
Observer and Chronicle had this to say: “It would be well if our countrymen could be patient. 
Ripe fruit falls into the hand. When Cuba wishes to be annexed, Cuba will come. […] We do not 
need Cuba, nor Canada, nor the Sandwich Islands, nor Ireland, nor England; but if any or all of 
them wish at any time to take part with us, ‘the universal Yankee nation’ has arms to embrace 
them all. But we would not give the life of one decent man for the sake of annexing the 
whole.”252 Others saw López’s efforts as valiant and reflective of U.S. revolutionary origins. The 
Boston-based Gleason’s Pictorial Drawing-Room Companion said of López, “had he succeeded 
in liberating Cuba, [he] would have been declared a second Washington.”253  
Given the magazine’s ties to the expeditions, it is perhaps little surprise that the United 
States Magazine and Democratic Review offered a particularly dramatic account. But a claim 
made near the end of the article makes an interesting argument for the overthrow of Spanish rule: 
“the inhabitants of Cuba have no constitutional rights; no voice or influence in making their own 
laws, or choosing their own officers; and in addition to these deprivations, by far the larger 
portion of them, the Creoles, natives of the island, are excluded from all the high offices, and 
                                                 
250
 Ned Buntline also made sure to capitalize on López’s fame when he published The Mysteries and Miseries of 
New Orleans (1851). See Greenberg, Manifest Manhood, 219–221. 
 
251
 “Cuban Affairs,” Christian Advocate and Journal, September 11, 1851. 
 
252
 “Last of the Filibusters,” New York Observer and Chronicle, September 11, 1851, 294. 
 
253
 “General Lopez,” Gleason’s Pictorial Drawing-Room Companion, September 27, 1851, 352. 
123 
 
considered of an inferior race by what are called ‘The old Spaniards.’”254 Like other pro-
filibustering rhetoric, the article echoes those rights ostensibly granted by the U.S. constitution 
(to white men of means), but also ties those rights to the “natives of the island,” Creoles. In so 
doing, the article asserts that their rights to rule are tied to their relationship to the land as 
indigenous inhabitants, in contrast to Spaniards. While this echoes similar critiques launched by 
British colonists in continental North America, both arguments function under a logic of 
indigenizing whiteness at the sake of erasing actual indigenous peoples.    
 In 1854, just a few years after López’s demise in Cuba, Lucy Holcombe published The 
Free Flag of Cuba; or, The Martyrdom of Lopez: A Tale of the Liberating Expedition of 1851 
under the pen name H. M. Hardimann. Holcombe, a Southern woman of means later known as 
the “Queen of the Confederacy” during the Civil War, penned a dramatic account of the final 
expedition.
255
 Set against the backdrop of a romance plot, López and his men are depicted as 
martyrs for a just cause, willing to do anything to promote freedom across the Americas. In the 
novel, however, freedom is complex. The novel’s deployment of gender roles, slavery, and 
nativeness highlights an interwoven web of contradictions, with symbolic meaning often 
disconnected from lived experience.
256
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 The Free Flag of Cuba takes on the topic of racialized and gendered nationalist work—
specifically, how white men protect those freedoms and rights they espouse and how women 
support them at home. Conversations between characters concerning the relationship between 
gender and patriotism, however, often take place in homosocial spaces in the text. While the 
romances between Southern belle Genevieve Clifton and her slaveowning beau Ralph Dudley 
and between outspoken Northerner Mabel Royal and young Louisianan Creole Eugene de France 
ostensibly frame the domestic drama of the novel, the deepest character development often 
happens in monogendered spaces—the battlefield, the more private rooms of Ellawarre 
plantation, the insurgents’ headquarters, etc.257 The novel makes very clear that white 
masculinity is what is needed for the promulgation of republicanism. While there are moments in 
the novel where the role of women and what is expected of women is debated amongst the 
characters, female agency is often sacrificed space in the plot for the international adventures of 
men. The first half of the novel utilizes the strength and intelligence of Mabel, who assures the 
reader that “woman has great power” and “a woman with liberal information, one  who 
comprehends, fully and correctly, the principles and propriety, not only of the intellectual but 
social world, may exert on society a  great and good influence.”258 However, she informs male 
characters that she is not a proponent of “the growing strongmindedness of my sex,” but rather 
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sees female opinionatedness as a problem produced by weak masculinity: “if man was truer to 
his duties, woman would not seek to assist him in his legitimate sphere.”259 And as a vehement 
supporter of filibustering, she would not only be comfortable submitting to a beau or husband 
participating in a mission like Lopez’s but would happily also come second to that cause.      
Discussions of the role of women, and the female characters themselves, eventually fall 
to the wayside as the novel progresses. After the invasion of Cuba, Holcombe uses her female 
characters less to expound on the roles of women and more as narrative tools to elevate a sense 
of emotion at the death and bloodshed accompanying the fatal mission. The anthropomorphized 
Cuba takes on the role of endangered maiden. Cuba, like Miss Kansas, is gendered female 
throughout the novel, and she holds the strongest sway on the affections of male characters. 
Cuba the “Island Queen,” as Holcombe terms it, is the vulnerable woman to Spain’s rakish, dark 
masculinity. Holcombe’s description of colonialism on the island insinuates sexual assault, a 
violation: “with false promises on their lips, they encircled in their dark, treacherous arms the 
fairest child of the southern waters. Once possessed, the deadly grasp of avarice and oppression 
crushed and marred her glorious loveliness, sending from her torn bosom a piteous and 
continued cry for mercy and relief.”260 Cuba is depicted as the maiden, the wronged woman that 
Spain has deflowered. Additionally, Cuba is racially marked as fair, propelling a fantasy of 
dominant whiteness on a space that caused far more complex racial problems for the U.S., given 
its actual demographics and racial intermixing. In her novel, therefore, U.S. filibustering is 
gendered as a white masculine enterprise that supplants the endangered maiden with an island in 
danger, and in need of a hero.  
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However, this gendering is further complicated by the novel’s own print history. While 
Holcombe published under a pseudonym, Burton and Burton demonstrate that readers presumed 
the author to be a woman. While the action in Cuba might have been enacted primarily by men, 
its circulation as a narrative in the States was not inherently gendered. Woman were often unable 
to fight, but they contributing to the filibustering cause in other ways—particularly through 
print.
261
   
While the island itself is gendered and racialized (as white) in the novel, the Creole 
population is indigenized. Throughout, Holcombe’s characters refer to the filibustering project as 
one to free the Cuban natives from tyrannical oppression.
262
 When we first meet General Lopez 
in the second chapter, he assures John Quitman that “we do not go to rouse the natives to 
rebellion, but to aid them in driving from their land the dark oppressors who encumber its soil. I 
have the assurance of a people weary of their bondage, whose chains have long been festering on 
them.”263  The repetition of the term “native” in the novel to denote Creoles attempts to 
indgenize whiteness—or at least perceived or imagined whiteness—on the landscape. Holcombe, 
therefore, bestows Creoles with rights and geopolitical connections to the island that she does not 
offer for others. While Shona Jackson’s notion of Creole indigeneity looks to the relationships 
among mixed raced and black Caribbean people, Holcombe’s Creole indigeneity attempts to 
erase blackness from the space. Instead, she aligns darkness and blackness with Spanishness, 
while native rebellion becomes racially marked as white. This fantasy of native rule is furthered 
                                                 
261
 See Robert E. May, “Reconsidering Antebellum U.S. Women’s History: Gender, Filibustering, and America’s 
Quest for Empire,” American Quarterly 57, no. 4 (2005): 1155–88. 
 
262
 At least seven times Cubans are referred to as natives. While the first half of the novel often refers to Cuba via its 
people, the second half makes a shift toward the feminizing of Cuba as Island Queen, so many of these references to 
“natives” occur in the first half of the novel, but are almost absent once López and his men land on the island.  
 
263
 Pickens, The Free Flag of Cuba, 59. 
127 
 
by her references to Lopez as a “chieftain,” particularly as he walks to his execution. The use of 
the word echoes the romantic narrative of the lone Indian warrior discussed in Chapter One, but 
in The Free Flag of Cuba, Holcombe transposes it onto Lopez and Cuba. Therefore, Holcombe 
appropriates slavery and violence against indigenous peoples. While Holcomb’s novel often 
seems contradictory, it illustrates the larger filibustering movement. Narratives of expansion and 
invasion were often inherently inconsistent. Through this inconsistency and emphasis on 
symbolism rather than actuality individuals justified the growth of settler colonialism under an 
ostensibly republican code of ethics.   
For example, slavery serves as a trope for Spanish colonialism in the novel, while the 
practice of slavery in the South and Cuba is given little critique. Holcombe employs the racist 
stereotypes of the benevolent slave owner and the submissive and loyal slave. Significant 
portions of the novel are set in New Orleans and on a Louisiana plantation. Genevieve Clifton is 
raised on the plantation and her beau Ralph Dudley takes one of his slaves with him to the 
fighting in Cuba. Southern slavery does not suffer sharp analysis in the novel, but Holcombe 
uses the notion of bondage to describe the relationship between Cubans and Spain. When Lopez 
realizes that Hidalgo Gonzalez is a traitor and his claim that there were Creoles ready to stand 
with the U.S.-based troops is a lie, the novel proclaims: “Unhappy land! thus bereft, how many 
hearts were beating for thy freedom? But they beat against chains. Bound in by the untiring 
vigilance of the tyrant, they were left with the will, but without the power to be free.”264   At the 
end of the novel, however, General Lopez speaks to Dudley about the actual institution of 
slavery on the island. With disdain he talks about the “threat” of emancipation as a result of the 
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island’s inability to be free: “‘rather than this silver-set gem which nature so much loves, should 
shine amid the stars of the Columbian flag, rather than she should stand in the self-sustaining life 
of her own republicanism, the Spaniard would cast upon her the undying stain of Africa whose 
pollution, fiends might blush to wear.’”265 Dudley responds, “‘Great God! General, you dream; 
think you they would make them allies? Arm the dark race against their own?” The horror that 
Lopez predicts, therefore, is not simply the deferral of liberation, but also that of abolition and 
the possibility of race war. While Holcombe argues for freeing Creoles from the shackles of 
colonial governance, she is unwilling to offer the same for Cuban slaves, strangely yoking 
emancipation and colonization. Freedom and indigeneity are something offered up to white men, 
and sometimes women, but precluded as rights for actual slaves and indigenous peoples. To do 
so would, and could, potentially threaten the whiteness of Empire and its exploits, like those of 
Cuba and Kansas. Notions of nativeness and belonging that challenged this racialized privilege 
were perhaps more than Pickens could allow for in her vision of Cuban emancipation as the 
“queen of the Confederacy.”  
 
Fear of a Black (and Red) Planet 
 Martin Delany takes up this fear of blackness in his unfinished novel Blake: or, The Huts 
of America at the end of the 1850s, on the eve of the U.S. Civil War. Blake depicts the global 
travels of Henry Blake, the “lost boy of Cuba,” who escapes slavery and travels throughout the 
U.S., Indian Territory, Canada, Cuba, and Africa in an effort to drum up support for an expansive 
revolt against slavery and colonialism in the U.S. and Cuba. Delany first published the novel 
serially in the Anglo-African Magazine in 1859. Chapters Twenty-Eight through Thirty were 
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published in January and the magazine then published Chapters One through Twenty-Three until 
July 1859. A few years later the Weekly Anglo-African newspaper published the novel in its 
entirety through 1862.  
  Delany was an abolitionist, radical, and one of the first advocates of African emigration. 
While he grew up free, his father was a slave in West Virginia, making Delany all too familiar 
with the “peculiar institution” of slavery. Delany’s novel bends time and shortens space to 
highlight networks of anti-colonial discord in a transatlantic and hemispheric network of 
oppressed people. While Blake travels great distances, in many of the places he visits he finds 
the same thing: awareness of the injustice of the modern capitalist state and its contingency on 
the exploitation of particular bodies and peoples. The same awareness could likely be attributed 
to Delany’s Ango-African Magazine readers. The blurb accompanying the initial run of Chapters 
Twenty-Eight through Thirty includes the following: “it not only shows the combined political 
and commercial interests that unite the North and South, but gives in the most familiar manner 
the formidable understanding among the slaves throughout the United States and Cuba.”266 
While filibusters like Holcombe and López asserted the promise in U.S. republican ideals, 
Delany’s characters are often deeply critical of the institutions by which they are enacted, aware 
that those same ideals hinge on an economic system of inequality. This skepticism is linked not 
only to a critique of the settler colonial slave state, but also reflects Delany’s advocacy for 
African emigration.    
 While the plot of Part One of the novel takes place in a post-Fugitive Slave Act U.S. 
(1850), Part Two takes up the 1840s black-led revolts that propelled the backlash of La Escalera 
years. While one could read this chronology as an assertion of the old worldness, or pastness, of 
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Cuba in contradiction to the modernity of the U.S., Delany’s collapsing of time seems to do 
something else entirely. It allows him to signal the 1840s rebellions as a rallying cry and provoke 
white anxieties about the possibility of Cuba becoming a second Haiti. 
  Delany’s teleological rejection allows Blake to reunite with his cousin, Gabriel de la 
Concepción Valdés, or Placido, based on the poet Plácido who was executed for his alleged 
involvement in the Conspiración de la Escalera. As literary scholar Anna Brickhouse observes, 
however, Delany’s Placido does not die as a victim of governmental retaliation. Instead, he is 
beaten to death by U.S. businessmen on his way to an U.S.-run bookstore in Havana. For 
Brickhouse, the “novel explores the implications of transamerican literary transmission as well 
as various symbolic forms of translation.”267 Placido’s poetry serves as an inspiration for Blake 
when he reads it in a New Orleans paper, and it is in a space of reading where Placido meets his 
demise.
268
 Delany highlights the network of peoples and print between the U.S. and Cuba to 
demonstrate how such hemispheric exchanges can be used towards radical ends, not just for 
white U.S. filibusters or Creole and Latin American filibusteros, but also for transamerican black 
coalition-building. 
 Perhaps more radical than Delany’s analysis of print circuits are the Black-Red alliances 
he depicts in the narrative. Near the end of the novel, as Blake and his allies listen to a plaintive 
ballad in the drawing room of his home, the narrator ruminates on the necessity of colonial 
resistance: “Their justification of the issue made was on the fundamental basis of original 
priority, claiming that the western world had been originally peopled and possessed by the 
Indians—a colored race—and a part of the continent in Central America by a pure black race. 
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This they urged gave them an indisputable right with every admixture of blood, to an equal, if 
not, superior claim to an inheritance of the Western Hemisphere.”269 While Blake acknowledges 
indigenous peoples’ originary relationship to the island, he also disturbingly “indigenizes” blacks 
on the island. His argument is that because indigenous peoples and blacks are read as people of 
color—or at the least, not white—they have a stronger natural affinity, and because of this they 
are more “legitimate inhabitants” than Creoles or whites. In the paragraph that follows, the 
narrator goes on to make a climatological argument, asserting that due to their African ancestry, 
blacks have better able adapted to Cuba. Moreover, as those who have labored most directly with 
the land, they have a stronger understanding of the environment.  
 While the narrator seems to assume indigenous Cuban extinction in these passages, other 
moments in the novel acknowledge indigenous peoples in Cuba and on the continent. At Gala 
Day during the bloodhound training—training for dogs to catch fugitive slaves—the “colored 
races” segregate themselves from the white spectators, carrying on conversations of their own 
and showing little interest in the entertainment at hand, “as masses of the Negroes, mulattoes, 
and quadroons, Indians and even Chinamen, could be seen together, to all appearance absorbed 
in conversation on matters disconnected entirely from the occasion of the day.”270 While white 
spectators watch with interest, people of color and indigenous peoples talk among themselves, 
seemingly discussing Blake’s plans for uprising.  
 A note is made, either by Delany or the publisher, that the Indians referred to are 
Yucatánian Mayans forcibly shipped to Cuba as slaves to quell discord and uprising in the 
region. While Delany acknowledges the presence of indigenous peoples in Cuba, they are 
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displaced indigenous peoples brought to the island to bolster the Cuban economy, much like the 
Africans and Chinese. Anna Brickhouse, however, says that this reference to the Mayan slave 
trade is an explicit acknowledgement of a historical scandal kept quiet for almost one hundred 
years.
271
 Nonetheless, the indigenous-black-Asian collaboration Delany describes is negotiated 
through a mobility produced through the global reach of colonial economies, rather than through 
indigenous agency.       
 In the first part of the novel Delany describes Blake’s encounters with another 
community of indigenous peoples, post-Removal Choctaws and Chickasaws in Indian Territory. 
There Blake presses Mr. Culver, “the intelligent old chief of the United Nation,” to explain why 
Native people practice slavery, which runs counter to his dream for an indigenous-people of 
color alliance across the Americas. The old chief explains to Blake that Native slaveowners are 
different from whites. He argues the “‘Indian work side by side with black man, eat with him, 
drink with him, rest with him and both lay down in shade together; white man even won’t let you 
talk! In our Nation Indian and black marry together. Indian like black man very much, only he 
don’t fight ’nough.’”272 The two men continue to debate the issue, and Blake asserts that if 
blacks had their own country like Indians they would fight to protect it. He tells the chief that 
unlike Indians, native Africans kept whites out of their continent, in an attempt to debunk 
Culver’s assertion about blacks’ capacity to engage in warfare. 
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 Blake asks the chief if, despite his prejudices and his slaveowning, he would support a 
black rebellion, if one were to occur. To offer his support, Culver references Florida as an 
example of the power of black-Native alliances:  
‘The squaws of the great men among the Indians in Florida were black women, 
and the squaws of the black men were Indian women. You see the vine that winds 
around and holds us together. Don’t cut it, but let it grow till bimeby, it git so 
stout and strong, with many, very manly little branches attached, that you can’t 
separate them. I now reach to you the pipe of peace and hold out the olive-branch 
of hope! Go on young man, go on. If you want white man to love you, you must 
fight im!’ concluded the intelligent old Choctaw.’273 
 
Culver argues that the relationship between blacks and Native peoples is more than solidarity, it 
is familial and communal, albeit a potentially heteronormativized intimacy. For Culver, Florida 
and Seminole resistance serve as an example of what can occur when blacks and Native peoples 
align. Moreover, as one of the more quietly radical voices in the novel, he asserts the necessity of 
such an uprising, without which whites will not “love” blacks and therefore will perpetuate a 
racist system of oppression. It is not amorous “love” that the chief seems to describe, but rather 
the necessity to exert power and physical rebellion to elicit change. 
 While white U.S. nationals and Cuban Creoles argued for an affinity for one another in 
their writing, Delany offers a similar alliance among people of color. Nonetheless, like many 
other writers of the 1840s and 1850s, he never offers readers Blake’s revolution and Cuba’s fate. 
Whether or not Delany actually finished the novel is still unknown, as there are no known copies 
of the 1852 issues of the Weekly Anglo-African that would have included the final chapters. 
Readers are left with possibility and potential, but no concrete understanding of what such a 
change would look like for Delany. As the Civil War occupied national attention in the 1860s, 
filibusterism and attempts at Cuban annexation quieted. Additionally, the passage of the 
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Homestead Act in 1862, the Indian Wars in the western half of the continent, and construction of 
the transcontinental railroad shifted the bulk of expansionist interests west. From the 1860s 
through the 1890s Cuba would be overcome by multiple wars, but none like that foreseen by 
Delaney. While slavery was abolished and blacks recruited for the rebel armies, “native” rule 
would not result in an ideal egalitarian republic.
274
 Understandings of identity, race, and power 
would continue to impact the daily lives of Cubans in disparate ways, and the ideal of a 
racialized uprising would be replaced in the work of revolutionaries like José Martí, with a 
raceless, utopic Cuba Libre.
275
   
 
Cuba Libre 
 The tumultuous three decades between 1868 and 1898 in Cuba, much like the 1840s and 
1850s, were accompanied by a thriving exile community in the U.S. Louis Pérez explains that 
the U.S. became a locale for Cuban revolutionaries, and leadership for almost every uprising was 
either based in or had strong links to New York.
276
 While exile communities played a critical 
role in the fight to remove Spain, the U.S. proper offered minimal support or involvement, 
despite the earlier credo of the filibusters that supporting the spread of republicanism was an 
inherent responsibility of the U.S. Interest in annexation continued, gaining momentum 
particularly in the 1880s, but it was not until 1898 that the U.S. would formally intervene, after 
public interest in the fight for independence was heightened—like almost fifty years earlier, in 
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the popular press, this time via “yellow journalism” like that of Joseph Pulitzer and William 
Randolph Hearst.     
 The fighting began in Cuba as the Ten Years War erupted in 1868. Carlos Manuel de 
Céspedes freed his slaves so they could assist him in fighting for a free Cuba. His famous “Grito 
de Yara,” simultaneously came to represent the freeing of slaves (both his and across Cuba) and 
the call for Cuban independence. In 1886 Cuba finally abolished slavery and in 1895 the War of 
Independence began. The War of Independence embodied a decades-long dream of liberation 
that José Martí carefully helped organize through his writings and travels, and he would come to 
play a significant role in the struggle. Martí was not only a revolutionary leader, but in the 
aftermath of the war he also became a national symbol of Cuban independence and anticolonial 
struggle. Moreover, his extensive body of writings not only served to organize Cuban rebels, but 
became a cornerstone of Latin American literature and of postcolonial Latin American identity.  
 In some ways, Martí became the physical embodiment of Delany’s Blake, as he traveled 
throughout the Americas and Spain, drumming up support for the revolution. Martí espoused an 
anti-racist, anti-colonial movement that was as critical of growing U.S. economic and military 
power in the global sphere as it was of Spanish control of Cuba. Martí felt a deep affinity for the 
Native peoples of North America, viewing their resistance to U.S. settler colonialism as an 
inspiration. Additionally, he looked to Cuba’s indigenous past in his writing. Establishing a 
stronger bond with pre-contact indigenous peoples offered a counter-history to the romantic 
Columbus narrative, allowing the new Cuban nation to establish a sense of a past disassociated 
from Spain. But, as in the origin story of discovery, Martí’s deployment of indigeneity in the 
name of Cuban nationalism at times relegated indigenous subjectivity to the symbolic rather than 
the engagement of actual indigenous peoples. Moreover, his flattening of race in which “there 
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can be no racial animosity, because there are no races” was an anti-racist gesture, but one that 
ignored the importance of an identity politics untethered from the nation-state.
277
 While 
indigenous peoples serve as an alternative origin story for the nation, they are not included in 
that new geopolity: symbol but not citizen. Literary scholar Laura Lomas observes that, 
according to Martí’s friend Romáan Vélez, Martí viewed Cuba as haunted by a ghostly 
indigenous past and understood the island “‘as a very large tomb, that guards an even greater 
cadaver: the murdered Amerindian race.’”278 There is no disputing Martí’s deployment of 
indigenous affinity for Revolutionary Party means, but his writings offer a more complex 
understanding of indigenous peoples as neither vanished nor emblematic of an imperial history 
of violence but as survivors who have endured.  
 In Martí’s iconic essay “Nuestra América,” first published in January of 1891, he calls for 
a geopolitical refiguring of the Americas that privileges a Latino (strongly gendered male) 
identity. This Nuestra América makes primary the relationship between Latin American nations 
and communities and decenters relationships with Europe and the U.S. Instead of reinforcing 
colonial mappings that divide and parse Latin American peoples and places, Martí asserts that 
there is a need (and already a movement) to connect along other avenues, “from Río Grande to 
the Straits of Magellan, the Great Semí, astride its condor, spreading the seed of the new 
America over the romantic nations of the continent and the sorrowful islands of the sea!”279 Like 
the occupants of Delany’s “huts of America,” Martí calls on the villager to awaken and realize 
that the “giants with seven-league boots […] can crush him underfoot” and rise up against their 
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oppressors.
280
 Instead of focusing on their immediate surroundings, he encourages “villagers” to 
avoid nearsightedness and realize the interconnectedness of Latin Americans and collaborate to 
keep away the imperial “giants.” 
 Indigeneity is deployed in two ways in the essay. In Martí’s Américan ontology, a 
relationship to the land is also a relationship to indigenous peoples and the original sin of 
colonialism. Additionally, Américanness is embodied by the “natural man,” a masculine subject 
whose connection to the land makes him better able to understand how to live in relation to it. 
While Martí depicts this as a positive identity in which “natural men have conquered learned and 
artificial men” and “the native half-breed has conquered the exotic Creole,” he still deploys a 
romantic, primitivist argument about the relationship between space and peoples. But Martí also 
acknowledges that indigenous peoples are a necessary part of the struggle he calls for. Martí 
notes that it is “these sons of Our America, which will be saved by its Indians and is growing 
better.”281 Therefore, he sees indigenous peoples as not only a link to an Américan past but also a 
necessity of the future. Just prior to his death Martí wrote to General José Maceo asking that he 
work on recruiting Yateras Indians to the Cuban Revolutionary Party’s cause.282 According to 
Taíno writer José Barreiro, indigenous Cubans fought on both sides of the Cuban War of 
Independence. At first indigenous leaders agreed to aid Spain because of an agreement in which 
Spain would allocate land. Eventually, however, the Yateras would form a “Regimiento Hatuey,” 
named after the Taíno rebel who resisted Spanish colonialism almost four hundred years 
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earlier.
283
 These Hatueys would help fight for Cuban independence, but by all accounts they 
were called up solely as soldiers for a cause they ostensibly symbolized but were not invited to 
lead.  
 Martí returned to Cuba in 1895 and was killed while fighting the Spanish. Almost 
immediately after his death he became a symbol of the struggle and a martyr figure for the 
Cuban Revolutionary Party. His dream of a truly liberated Cuba, however, was marred by U.S. 
intervention in 1898. In 1898 the U.S. would invade Cuba, as well as the Philippines, engaging 
in a new form of imperialism that would, again, renegotiate definitions of territory and 
annexation.  
 While Theodore Roosevelt was eventually known for carrying a big stick rather than 
wearing seven-league boots, he and his Rough Riders symbolically came to represent the U.S. 
invasion of Cuba. Roosevelt’s Rough Riders would, again, draw a line between Kansas and 
Cuba. The nickname for the 1
st
 United States Volunteer Cavalry was derived from Kansan 
Buffalo Bill Cody’s Wild West Show. Starting in the mid-1890s, William Cody began referring 
to his travel act as “Buffalo Bill’s Wild West and Congress of Rough Riders of the World.” 
Included among these “rough riders” were Natives who travelled with Buffalo Bill, performing 
dramatic representations of Indianess that reinforced fantasies of a romantic West. The moniker 
“Rough Riders,” therefore specifically invoked a theatrical cowboys and Indians parallel to the 
fighting in Cuba.   
 Scholars like Amy Kaplan have addressed how popular white news coverage of the 
fighting, and Roosevelt himself, whitewashed the war, particularly its most memorable battles, 
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such as the charge up San Juan Hill.
284
 While Kaplan argues that Roosevelt “may have 
discovered the Western frontier he abandoned in the city. […] The nostalgia motivating the 
Rough Riders to act like cowboys and seek new Indians in a Wild West abroad was realized in 
confrontation with African Americans in a foreign terrain where black and white threatened ‘to 
intermix,’” she does not equally engage the actual complex racial, cultural, and regional makeup 
of the volunteers who served with Roosevelt.
285
  
 In fact, in his 1899 memoir The Rough Riders Roosevelt carefully points out that the 
cavalry volunteers were primarily recruited from the U.S. western territories of Indian Territory, 
Oklahoma Territory, New Mexico, and Arizona, as well as the state of Texas. He describes the 
Native recruits from Indian Territory, representing the Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw, and 
Creek Nations, but “only a few […] of pure blood.”286 Roosevelt recognizes the surnames of 
some of these recruits through his apparent knowledge of southeastern peoples’ history, 
assuming (or hoping) that a recruit like the Chickasaw volunteer Colbert “is a descendant of the 
old Chickasaw chiefs.”287 Roosevelt argues that the savagery and brutality of border life had 
made these men excellent soldiers, but that it also took little to acclimate them to the rules and 
regulations of military life. He writes: “they speedily grew to recognize the fact that the 
observation of certain forms was essential to the maintenance of proper discipline.”288  
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In this way, Roosevelt’s memoir is not only a narrative of U.S. imperial conquest in the 
Caribbean, but also a fantasy of white-indigenous relations on the continent. He both 
romanticizes the lives of his rag tag group of cowboys, Indians, border lawmen, and ranchers, 
while celebrating their perceived regulation under his control.  
 While Roosevelt lingers on what he sees as the lawlessness and violence of white-Indian 
collisions on the frontier, he never acknowledges chaos in the territories that is a direct result of 
U.S. governmental measures, particularly in relation to statehood movements and white 
settlement. In Indian Territory, 1898 not only marked the invasion of Cuba and the Philippines, 
but also the passage of the Curtis Act, which brought allotment to the Five Tribes of Indian 
Territory. This was a huge blow to a decades-long struggle to maintain tribal sovereignty over 
the land and governance structures. Allotment would have a major impact on Native nations and 
communities that would not only decrease their landholdings and divide tribal territory into 
individual allotments, but would also create a system of racialized Indianess through blood 
quantum that would dramatically impact understandings of identity and belonging. Moreover the 
latter part of the nineteenth century marked a period of attempted assimiliation on the part of the 
U.S. government in which Native children were pulled from their homes and sent to boarding 
schools, Native nations were continually pressed on their ability to self-sustain in a modern 
world, and the U.S. government increased intervention into tribal affairs, particularly through the 
Dawes Commission. 
 All of this is absent from Roosevelt’s imperial romance. Instead, one sees a fantasy of 
indigenous complicity in the U.S. expansionist project that he narrates. In Roosevelt’s 
“Appendix D” he informs his reader that his men would likely have fought each other, if there 
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was “no outland foe to fight and no outlet for their vigorous and daring energy.”289 For him 
ensuring men stay focused on an external other (and one can infer he is particularly referring to 
men of the territories) keeps them distracted and under settler colonial occupation; their 
occupation of Cuba ideally keeps Native volunteers distracted from the U.S. occupation of their 
homelands.  
 As “border men” Roosevelt’s Rough Riders embody a liminal space within the U.S. 
settler colonial empire. Their territorial identity places them under U.S. jurisdiction but outside 
the hard lines of the nation proper. While territories often had governors and a U.S.-determined 
legal structure, they were still understood as peripheral and did not have access to all the same 
rights as a local state. They also, however, represent the core. Roosevelt’s Rough Riders fantasy 
of Cuba revives the figure of the Indian described in Jodi Byrd’s work, but displaces him from 
the embodied experiences of Native volunteers and transposes him onto Spanish troops. The 
Indian is the other, the past, the foreign that must be removed, extracted in the name of 
emancipation and progress; Columbus has become the cowboy and the European colonizer the 
Indian.         
 
The Other Guantánamo 
 The U.S. invasion of Cuba was as much about controlling the futurity of the island as it 
was about standing alongside the insurrectionists in their attempt to expel colonial control. While 
the rights to self-rule and republicanism were espoused as reasons for intervention, the continued 
U.S. occupation after the war made clear that the intentions of the U.S. invasion were propelled 
by something else. As Louis Pérez observes, “the war had ended in 1898, but not entirely the 
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way Cubans had envisioned. Spain had been defeated to be sure, and at least that part of the 
Cuban purpose had been achieved. But the U.S. intervention of 1898 changed everything. The 
separatist project had been successful on every count except perhaps the one that mattered most: 
it failed to produce power.”290 Legal scholars Christina Duffy Burnett and Burke Marshall argue 
that Spain’s cession of Cuba, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines led to a controversy in the 
U.S. almost as heated as that of the Missouri Compromise: what to do with these new 
territories?
291
 The U.S. government had little interest in bringing them into the U.S. as proper 
states, but could they still be occupied under the territorial clause of the Constitution? These 
questions led to a heated set of debates about imperialism and were eventually addressed by a 
series of Supreme Court cases termed the Insular Cases. Two key outcomes of these cases, 
according to legal scholar Efrén Rivera Ramos, were a new theory of incorporation and the 
development of a new territorial category, that of unincorporated territory.
292
 These outcomes 
gave the U.S. government enormous flexibility in determining its relationship to other nations 
and colonial powers, establishing a loose justification for global oversight that could make 
rhetorical claims both to occupation and political distance.   
 In the case of Cuba, the U.S. did not annex but instead deployed a paternalistic 
occupation during which the U.S. intervened in the production of a state and economic 
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infrastructure fashioned after its own.
293
 Unlike the other Spanish colonies, the U.S. could not 
gain complete territorial control of Cuba due to the 1898 Teller Amendment. The amendment 
was included with President McKinley’s request for military intervention and explicitly 
prohibited formal annexation or the continued occupation and rule of Cuba.
294
 After a century of 
searching for ways to intervene on the island, the U.S. finally had its chance, but that chance was 
stifled by the imperial state’s own baroque legal and governmental codes. To somewhat remedy 
this bind, Congress passed the Platt Amendment in 1901, a year before the U.S. would formally 
pull its military forces out of Cuba. The amendment gave the U.S. carte blanche ability to enter 
Cuba whenever it so chose, in order to preserve the nascent nation-state, as well as outlining 
compulsory economic practices and foreign relations. It was a move that, according to historian 
Jana Lipman, “fundamentally compromised Cuban sovereignty.”295 To ensure complicity with 
the amendment, the U.S. demanded Cuban officials sign the agreement before the U.S. would 
formally recognize Cuba as an independent nation.
296
 
 The Platt Amendment also established a permanent U.S. military base on the eastern side 
of the island at Guantánamo Bay, the first U.S. military base outside U.S. territory proper. It 
came to be known as GTMO or Gitmo, to differentiate it from Guantánamo City. The base 
offered the U.S. one of the things it had desired from Cuba all along, a permanent space on the 
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island and access to the larger Caribbean. In the Platt Amendment there was no date set for the 
removal of U.S. troops from the base and it has served as an important U.S. military appendage 
for over one hundred years.
297
  
 In the twenty-first century GTMO gained unenviable fame. Its detention site received 
stark criticism through the 2000s for its brutal treatment of what President George W. Bush 
termed “unlawful combatants.”298 The facility, established in 2002 exactly 100 years after the 
U.S. officially pulled out of Cuba, became a touchstone for debates about the global stretch of 
U.S. imperial interventions and the intentions of the “war on terror,” as charges of human rights 
violations were brought forward. In Turtle Goes to War Jace Weaver offers a detailed analysis of 
the post-9-11 U.S. move to unilateral authority. He connects this negotiation of U.S. agency with 
nations, peoples, and individuals ostensibly outside U.S. jurisdiction to the figure of the Indian. 
Weaver writes, “in The Lessons of Terror Caleb Carr writes of the ‘perceived need’ of the United 
States ‘to fight savages with savage methods.’ Such a propensity was clear in the American 
Revolution and the Civil War. It was especially evident during the Indian Wars, when, it was 
purported, civilization itself clashed with savagism. President Bush and the proponents of the 
war on terrorism […] have employed similar arguments.”299 Weaver makes a direct correlation 
between neoliberal military reach and U.S.-indigenous relations, which has become even more 
palpable in recent years, perhaps most explicitly with the code name used for Osama bin 
Laden—Geronimo. In the preface to his book Weaver describes a visit to Fort Marion in Florida, 
the detention site for Osceola and other Seminole freedom fighters, as well as Native prisoners 
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from the western Indian Wars. As he ruminates on his visit he expounds on the similarities 
between the experiences of these “detainees” to those of the “unlawful combatants” housed and 
tortured at GTMO.
300
   
 In addition to the link Weaver makes between GTMO and the U.S. criminalization of 
Native Americans, GTMO is also geographically touched by indigenous Cuban communities. 
The networks of power, peoples, and history are not only linked through imperial networks, as 
Guantánamo province and southeastern Cuba continue to be home to indigenous Cuban 
communities who, nestled in the mountains, have survived hundreds of years of occupation. 
When José Barreiro interviewed the cacique Panchito, Panchito told him:  
“They always were, here at La Ranchería, here at La Escondida, the hiding place 
of the Indians. Old people were always respected here, and I belong here, to my 
people, to the Ramirez-Rojas Ranchería and the other families with Indian roots 
around the mountains of Oriente. Although we have been here very long, few 
people know about us. Maybe that is why so many people say Cuban Indians do 
not exist, but the truth is that we do, here we are. But it is true that we are an Indo-
Cuban generation. In Cuba, we are all equal, there’s no discrimination, neither 
against blacks, nor whites, nor any race. But I say to whomever is listening, that 
the Indian exists. We exist, we are Cuban and we are Indians. We are mountain 
Guajiros, and we are proud to be well entrenched, always ready to defend our 
homeland.”301 
 
Panchito’s community is descended from the Yateras, the same indigenous Peoples who fought 
in the War of Independence to remove Spain from the island. Panchito’s comment reiterates the 
notion of a raceless Cuba, but also affirms indigenous identity as distinct and separate from a 
Cuban nationalism. Barreiro observes that “Caridad de los Indios, along with nearby towns such 
as La Escondida (the hidden one), sits within a mountain range that hid and nurtured generations 
of Taíno Indian people and their descendants. These mountain populations survived the conquest 
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and most of the colony through long stretches of isolation and very slow intermarriage. The 
‘Yateras Indians,’ from which Panchito’s people descend, have a long and documented history in 
these Cuban mountains.”302 
 Barreiro notes Panchito’s prayer to the Four Directions, expressing a belief in time, 
space, history, culture, and life similar to that taught in many indigenous American cultures. He 
honors the four directions of origin amongst a group of visitors, a number of whom are also 
indigenous peoples of the Americas. In this moment, Barreiro notes a shared sense of honor to 
place and history, but one that is also possible through movement and migration. While a 
“modern” world has shrunk distances between places that have aided the project of U.S. imperial 
expansion, the technologies of this modern world have also reforged hemispheric connections 
among indigenous peoples.  
 During the initial era of Spanish colonization the cacique Hatuey travelled to Cuba to 
warn another cacique, Guamá, and his people of the Spanish colonizers. Once on the island, 
Hatuey helped fight off the Spaniards, hiding with his men in the eastern mountains. According 
to legend, before being burned at the stake Hatuey refused to be baptized, saying he would rather 
go to hell than have anything to do with the cruelty and injustice of the Spanish colonizers. 
Cuban nationalists appropriated Hatuey as a symbol of the new nation, but his story continues to 
narrate an indigenous resistance that is not simply story, but also the practice of many indigenous 
Cubans who have not died off in the face of colonialism.  
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Chapter 3: Running the Land 
Space whispers the history of Oklahoma, and Oklahoma writing maps the shifting lines of 
migrations, land grabs, and dispossession.
303
 
     
We are now in the area of culture where we may see how the generation which came between Dr. 
Page’s and my own functioned in structuring the cultural life of the then wild territory of 
Oklahoma—and I assure you that it was wild! Yes, but wild mainly in the sense of its being a 
relatively unformed frontier state. I have stressed that in this country geography has performed 
the role of fate, but it is important to remember that it is not geography alone which determines 
the quality of life and culture. These depend upon the courage and personal culture of the 
individuals who make their home in a given locality.
304
 
     
  
The final decade of the nineteenth century marked a critical moment for indigenous self-
determination and autonomy in Indian Territory. The Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw, Muscogee 
(Creek), and Seminole nations, also known as the Five Tribes or the Five Civilized Tribes, had 
held considerable economic and political power since the U.S. government removed them to 
Indian Territory earlier in the century, but their position grew more precarious in the 1890s due 
to Non-Native statehood movements and the pending dissolution of tribal governments (which, 
under the Curtis Act, was slated to begin in 1906).
305
 In an attempt to challenge even greater 
erosion of indigenous self-determination in the face of land allotment and settler statehood and to 
ensure a tribal voice in the geopolitical and cultural futurity of the space, representatives from the 
Five Tribes and a number of prominent white businessmen in the region launched a campaign to 
admit Indian Territory as a state of the Union, the state of Sequoyah. 
The campaign’s rhetorical fight was launched through the pages of a thriving, dynamic 
territorial print culture. One might say that print runs had as deep an impact on the geopolitical 
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changes at the turn of the century as the more famous land runs that continue to dominate 
official cultural memory. Moreover print fostered a rich Native literary tradition that would 
endure long after the transition to Oklahoma statehood. This chapter reflects on a period in 
Indian Territory and Native print culture that has remained almost entirely absent from 
scholarship, even though it was a critical moment of Native self-determination that illuminates 
not only the historical era known as allotment, but also our own contemporary moment, by 
pointing out the many ways that the Native communities and nations of what is now commonly 
called Oklahoma continue to assert their sovereignty and political and cultural force in that 
space.   
In this chapter, I look at spatial and governmental practices manifested through the 
production and circulation of print in a moment of sweeping change for Indian Territory: the 
years between the Curtis Act (1898)—which began the allotment process for the Five Tribes—
and the State of Sequoyah movement (1905). This moment of change was not simply archived in 
the newspapers, magazines, and other ephemera of the era, but their content, composition, and 
circulation worked in concert with on the ground grassroots organizing. The State of Sequoyah 
movement fought to maintain a sense of Native geopolitical self-determination in the territory, 
rather than give the U.S. free reign to arbitrate its future. The movement was an effort to best the 
U.S. at its own game—the production of statehood to overrun Native autonomy—and use 
statehood to serve the geopolitical interests of Native people. Native editors and writers used 
print to demonstrate this sense of control and mastery. With the end of formal treating practices 
between the U.S. and Native people in the 1870s, the printed page, like the map of Sequoyah, 
became an alternative, at times anti-assimilative, tactic in the continued effort to challenge 
149 
 
imperial control.
306
 This demonstrated an adeptness with predominantly white technologies of 
print and understandings of space and power—the state, the newspaper, the magazine—in 
confluence with tactics that register as more traditional Native understandings and practices of 
rhetoric, storytelling, dialogue, space, and time. 
On July 12, 1905 approximately a thousand delegates met in Oklahoma City to draft 
resolutions and organize a campaign admitting Oklahoma Territory (present-day western 
Oklahoma) and Indian Territory (present-day eastern Oklahoma) as a single state into the U.S.
307
 
One month later, on August 21, delegates representing twenty-six districts in Indian Territory 
responded with their own statehood proposal. They met at the Hinton Theatre in Muskogee to 
draft a constitution for the proposed State of Sequoyah, a state which would only include the 
territory and peoples of Indian Territory, excluding Oklahoma Territory entirely. The Oklahoma 
City single statehood convention failed to fully acknowledge concerns about a two-territory 
single state that had been raised by leaders from the Five Tribes. Tribal leaders feared that 
unifying the territories would further erode the autonomy and strength of Native nations and 
threaten to limit the interests of those in Indian Territory.
308
  
The state of Sequoyah movement was, in many ways, the culmination of a series of 
dramatic changes regarding land use, governance, and settlement in the nineteenth century. 
Fifteen years earlier both territories constituted a larger Indian Territory, but the region was split 
in two following the 1889 Land Run and the 1890 Organic Act. In just a year, what would 
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become Oklahoma Territory flooded with non-Native settlers. Between 1890 and 1907 the 
population increased from 60,417 to 722,441, mostly with non-Native settlers who had little 
interest in upholding tribal ways.
309
 Many of the recent transplants were whites who flocked to 
Oklahoma with the promise of free land and business opportunities. While land opening in 
Oklahoma Territory meant increased settler influence and decreased Native control, Indian 
Territory was still politically and economically dominated by the Five Tribes. A stark distinction 
between the two territories began to emerge. Known as the “Twin Territories” or “Mr. Oklahoma 
and Miss Indian Territory,” the two were popularly understood as competing symbols of the 
“West.” This was invoked by the racialized and gendered logic of the Mr./Miss dialectic of the 
pioneering cowboy and the young Indian maiden. As population and political power increased in 
Oklahoma, however, interest grew in the territories’ future. Would they “wed,” or would they 
continue to function as two autonomous geopolitical bodies? 
The State of Sequoyah movement was the last large-scale organized Native 
effort to curtail the transformation of the territories into a white-dominated, U.S-controlled 
space, i.e., a local state. While there was talk of constructing an Indian state in one form or 
another for over one hundred years, there had never been an Indian statehood movement that was 
more invested in a geographic argument (all the land and peoples encompassed within the 
boundaries of Indian Territory) than a demographic one (a state comprised exclusively of Native 
people). Throughout the nineteenth century, Native nations maintained considerable autonomy 
over land use, commerce, and governance in Indian Territory. At the start of the twentieth 
century, however, this practice was rapidly eroding as U.S. interest in the natural resources and 
populations increased. The Sequoyah movement was part of a broader struggle that ratcheted up 
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throughout the later part of the nineteenth century. As a movement, it demonstrated the 
confluence of spatial mappings, print, and governmentality used as Native tactics to resist U.S. 
imperial oversight and co-optation. 
 
States of Sequoyah 
 How to define “territory” in relation to the U.S. proper was roughly laid out in the 
Constitution and slightly more codified through U.S. Supreme Court cases and Congressional 
discussions, but it continued (and still continues) to be a nebulous, obtuse category of U.S. 
jurisdiction. While the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 established a pattern of increased self-
government leading to eventual statehood, this model did not work for a geopolity that already 
had fully-functioning, tribally-governed judicial, civic, and legislative infrastructure. Moreover, 
the pattern proposed by the Northwest Ordinance was not a consistent template—not all 
territorial acquisitions of the U.S. were imagined to result in the eventual statehood of the 
Northwest model.
310
 As discussed in Chapter 2, the acquisition of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Philippines, and (to some extent) Cuba following the Spanish American War in 1898 led to a 
series of Supreme Court cases termed the Insular Cases whose cumulative decisions not only 
asserted the flexibility of the term “territory,” but attempted to institutionalize such flexibility. 
There was little interest in eventual statehood for these territories, and they became understood 
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as “unincorporated territory”—neither foreign nor part of the U.S. proper.311As such, territory 
was legally defined as both part of and distinct from the U.S. Because legal understandings of the 
“U.S.” are flexibly obtuse, so then are understandings of territory, allowing a wider range of 
strategic decisions in what constitutes the U.S. nation and in what capacities.  
 While Indian Territory’s relationship to the U.S. was also slightly unusual (or typical in 
its unusualness), the issue was not so much whether or not there was federal interest in future 
statehood, but what to do about promises to honor the sovereignty of Nation nations in the 
region. The U.S. Congress is empowered to make decisions about the form of a particular 
territory—ceded territory, incorporated, unincorporated, organized, unorganized—through an 
almost infinite cataloging of power relations to the nation-state. Organized territory traditionally 
offered residents the same rights and benefits as citizens living within official nation-state 
borders. This was not always the case for those living in unorganized territory, which Indian 
Territory was in this era. Ironically, Indian Territory was understood as unorganized because 
there were no territorial governments placed in power on behalf of the U.S. government. Instead, 
much of the territory was governed by fully-functioning Indian republics. This use of “territory” 
to describe Indian Territory’s geopolitical relationship to the U.S. did not adequately signal the 
relationship between its inhabitants and the U.S. proper.  
 The Cherokee, Chickasaw, and Choctaw nations had elected leaders, constitutions, and 
branches of government that mirrored a U.S. model in many ways, and by 1867 the Creek nation 
had established a constitution. All the Five Tribes disseminated political materials throughout 
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their territories, often in the form of print.
312
 For the Five Tribes, therefore, “territory” had a dual 
meaning: the larger territory itself, but also the sovereign territory of each individual nation. 
Prior to allotment and involvement from the Dawes Commission, most of this territory was also 
understood as communal land under autonomous tribal control.  
 When Oklahoma Territory was created in 1899, the U.S. government appointed a 
territorial governor, legislative system, and judicial system, emulating the process of increased 
infrastructural governance outlined by the Northwest Ordinance as the clearest path to statehood. 
Achieving such ends was much more difficult in Indian Territory, due to the “domestic 
dependent” status of Native nations and also the economic and political strength and savvy of the 
Five Tribes. This was perhaps best evidenced by the Tribes’ ability to curb allotment 
proceedings outlined in the original Dawes Severalty Act of 1887. Because they owned their 
land in fee with a patent, the Department of the Interior had to establish a commission, the 
Dawes Commission, to negotiate with each nation separately. In was not until the Curtis Act in 
1898 that all Five Tribes were compulsorily required to participate in drafting official tribal rolls 
and allocating individual lots to tribal members. The Five Tribes were removed from their 
ancestral homelands through treaties with the U.S. While they have connections to the land, the 
specific geographic areas they inhabited in Indian Territory were not the same spaces they had 
lived prior to the 1830s and the Indian Removal Act. Nonetheless, as Tol Foster reminds us in 
his discussion of the Creek Nation, “when the fires were transposed upon the new territory, even 
if fed along the way by different fuels, the Indian Territory became home.”313 There were Native 
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communities displaced in the Territory to “make room” for the Tribes, but the Tribes had also 
come to understand the Territory as a home. While they maintained tribal distinctions and 
difference, they still shared a sense of “relational regionalism,” what Foster identifies as both a 
strategic solidarity and a tribally-specific impulse.
314
  
As interest in the possibility of statehood increased in the U.S. Congress, it became more 
and more evident that statehood of some sort was inevitable. Plans to form the Sequoyah 
statehood movement were initiated by Pleasant Porter in 1902, the same year the Creek Nation 
signed an allotment agreement with the U.S. government.
315
 In September 1903 representatives 
from the Five Tribes met again and, according to William H. Murray, the legal advisor to the 
Creek Nation, leaders made plans for a statehood drive, but with the assumption that one would 
not be required for many years: “All our work, as it were, laying ground wires, with which to 
charge future batteries. […] We felt then it would be many years before statehood, and our object 
was to be ‘good and ready’ when the propitious moment arrived.”316 
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At this time the tribes decided to collaborate on a statehood effort, demonstrating a “relational 
regionalism” that recognized the Five Tribes had greater political mobility if they worked 
collectively to challenge single statehood.  
The proposed map of the State of Sequoyah, drafted by delegates at the State of 
Sequoyah convention in 1905, served as a visual embodiment of this effort. It worked on 
multiple registers as it simultaneously demonstrated technological advancement and more 
traditional values of communalism. On one hand, it “reads” along familiar county lines and 
borders like typical U.S. state maps. The land is gridded into squares of fairly similar shape and 
size, and offers a sense of its proximity to other U.S. states and territories. On the other, it 
reinforces tribal boundaries embedded within a dominant settler road map. The counties look like 
those on any other U.S. map, but through their names many of them invoke specific tribal 
relationships and national boundaries. The similarly-sized county lines also reflect long-standing 
tribal borders, and these tribal holdings are reinforced through county names. For example, Byrd 
county and McCurtain county are named for principal chiefs of the Chickasaw and Choctaw 
nations. However, names also credit key leaders of U.S. Indian Affairs, like Bixby and Curtis, 
even as they honor tribal leaders.
317
 The cartography of the map thus elicits a sense of cohesion 
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across the Five Tribes, the smaller tribes of the Territory, and non-Native settlers—at the same 
time, however, invoking a mapping of tribal boundaries and Native people of the territory (see 
fig. 5).       
Much like the map, the constitution premised itself on compromised inclusivity. The 
State of Sequoyah’s constitution gave all men over the age of 21 who were either citizens of the 
U.S. or agreed to become citizens of the U.S. voting rights, and Article VI, Section 3 included 
language that would allow women suffrage at the first meeting of the General Assembly.
318
 
While the citizenship requirement for voting was problematic for many in the territory, as it 
conceded citizenship to the U.S. in order to maintain geographic and political autonomy at a 
more localized level and went hand in hand with the creation of official tribal rolls and allotment, 
it also offered citizenship to an unusually large population.
319
 Nonetheless, the statehood 
movement was initially driven by leaders from the Five Tribes. The call for the convention was 
drafted in a meeting with representatives from all five:  General Pleasant Porter from the Creek 
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Nation, Chief W.C. Rogers from the Cherokee Nation, Governor Green McCurtain from the 
Choctaw Nation, Governor John Brown from the Seminole Nation, and William H. Murray, who 
stood in as representative for Governor Douglas Johnson from the Chickasaw Nation.
320
  
While the tribal leaders argued about whether or not the Native nations would have full 
control over the proposed state, those leaders invested in the movement believed that a separate 
state would allow the nations to maintain more power and control than they would with joint 
statehood. There were also large political and cultural divisions between the two territories. In 
“Reasons for Not Wishing to Unite with Oklahoma,” published on August 9, 1905 in the 
Muskogee Phoenix, Cherokee lawyer Robert L. Owens outlined differences between the two: (1) 
Indian Territory practiced prohibition and Oklahoma Territory did not; (2) Taxes were higher in 
Oklahoma Territory; (3) Oklahoma would receive all the public buildings while Indian Territory 
would not receive any; (5) “Oklahomans are from Kansas where colored children attend school 
with whites”; (6) “There are no sympathetic relations existing between the twin territories.321 In 
addition to these concerns about public infrastructure and governance, as well as anxiety about 
racial integration, Oklahoma Territory was predominantly Republican and Indian Territory was 
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predominantly Democratic.
322
 This political divide was as contentious a division as that between 
Native and non-Native territorial control; if Indian Territory were to become a state, it would 
likely enter the U.S. as a Democratic one. However, because the population of Oklahoma 
Territory was larger, joint statehood would result in a state with more Republican leanings.
323
 
This political party rift was not simply a divisive issue between Oklahoma and Indian Territory 
inhabitants. It also meant that there were external interests in which party prevailed in the region. 
With a Republican majority in the Congress and a Republican president facing a re-election 
campaign, there were federal interests in a single statehood proposal that ensured Republicans’ 
dominance in the territories. 
In the 1890s and early 1900s, the territory was saturated with debate about the future of 
the space and its people, disseminated through a sophisticated circuit of print. In an article 
written for the centennial of print production in Oklahoma, Carolyn Thomas Foreman argues: 
It is impossible to estimate how much Oklahoma owes to its editors and 
publishers but in going through the files of old newspapers and magazines one is 
convinced that these men were always the leaders of every project designed for 
the betterment of their state, and undoubtedly exerted a profounder influence in 
the progress and development than any other agency in the commonwealth.
324
 
 
Foreman’s assertion seems hyperbolic, but it does emphasize the cultural and political place that 
such periodicals held in discussions about the territories. While a fire destroyed the only known 
                                                 
322
 In The Color of the Land, David Chang argues that the years of allotment, from the 1890s until Oklahoma 
statehood, hardened definitions of race and nation in his study of the Creek Nation: “U.S. policy was more 
consistent in insisting on a racial political order: it used allotment to impose its racial categorizations far more 
systematically and rigidly than Creeks had ever done. Allotment required enrollment—a listing of every citizen of 
each nation classified by race.”  Chang, Color of the Land, 93. 
 
323
 For a discussion of how party politics shaped Oklahoma Territory and fueled divisions between the twin 
territories, see James R. Scales and Danney Goble, Oklahoma Politics: A History (Norman: University of Oklahoma 
Press, 1982), 3–19. 
 
324
 Carolyn Thomas Foreman, “One Hundred Years of Publishing and Printing Activities,” Oklahoma Printing 
Centennial and Newspaper Appreciation Week, October 6, 1935, Printing in Oklahoma, Oklahoma Historical 
Society. 
159 
 
set of minutes from the Sequoyah Convention, local newspapers offered extensive coverage of 
the initial proceedings, full-text reprints of the proposed constitution, as well as the proposal’s 
general vote throughout the final months of 1905.
325
 Despite the bias of its editor, Clarence B. 
Douglas, toward single statehood, the Muskogee Daily Phoenix provides the only known records 
of the convention.
326
 Whatever his personal political leanings—or those of his newspaper—his 
need to offer the pages of the daily as a place to air the most pervasive news of the day 
demonstrates a sense of obligation to recount a chaotic moment and both serve both the people of 
the region and the historical record. Moreover, the movement had captured the public’s attention 
in the territories and surrounding areas. According to the newspapers, local clubs and special 
interest groups popped up, and places like Frank W. Reed’s Café took out newspaper 
advertisements positing themselves as pro-Sequoyah spaces, where “He [Frank] will tell you 
why he is for separate statehood.”327 There was great fervor across the territory, and the 
movement received strong support in many regions, but despite an Indian Territory majority vote 
in favor of Sequoyah statehood, the proposal was never seriously considered by the U.S. 
government. Instead a single statehood bill was pushed through, and within less than a year after 
the Dawes Commission completed the tribal rolls, the state of Oklahoma was formed in 1907.  
  
Retribution, Railroads, and Allotment 
 The word “Oklahoma” harks back to the Treaties of 1866, when the U.S. had outlined 
several retributions that all the Five Tribes must comply with, as punishment for their affiliation 
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with the Confederacy. During the Choctaw-Chickasaw treaty negotiations in Washington, D.C., 
there was discussion about what to name a new Indian Territory commonwealth when it was 
organized. According to Oklahoma historian Muriel Wright, her grandfather the Reverend Allen 
Wright was the first to propose the name “Oklahoma” for the region. Reverend Wright served as 
scholar to the Choctaw delegation during the treaty negotiations. In previous treaties with the 
U.S. government the Choctaw Nation was referred to as “the Choctaw Nation of Red People,” 
and in Choctaw, the phrase “red people” could be rendered as “Okla” (people) and “homma” 
(red). Reverend Wright suggested the name “Oklahoma” for any organized territorial moves in 
the future because it echoed the language of previous Choctaw-U.S. negotiations. The phrase 
continued to be used whenever there were proposals for organized territory (like that of 
Oklahoma Territory) or an organized commonwealth (like that of the state of Oklahoma).
328
 
While the phrase has commonly come to be understood as the red people’s land or land of the 
red people, its tethering to territorial and statehood projects that continued to erode Native self-
determination and control of the region perpetuated a reminder of the bitter history of Five 
Tribes-U.S. relations. Moreover, the treaties of 1866 at which Reverend Wright proposed the 
name were some of the most damaging negotiations the Five Tribes would face that continue to 
have a significant sociopolitical impact on their citizens and on self-determination and autonomy 
for the nations. 
 The treaties were the result of Five Tribes allegiances with the Confederacy during the 
Civil War. Native involvement in the Civil War, particularly Native involvement in the 
Confederacy, shared some of the same goals and objectives as non-Native involvement outlined 
in most Civil War accounts. Like wealthy white Southerners, some wealthy Natives owned 
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slaves and participated in structures of land tenure that reflected those of the southern planation. 
Additionally, the Five Tribes had been removed from the southeast, and therefore had greater 
geographic and historical ties to that area than to the “North.” However, combat in the Territory 
was complicated by the fact that soldiers were already serving as representatives of different 
nations even before they chose to align with the Union or the Confederacy, making geographic 
and political boundaries like those of North and South even murkier. The political decision to 
side with the South should not be understood as a simplistic allegiance because of shared 
interests in slavery and a geographically linked history. The treaties the Five Tribes signed with 
the Confederacy were some of the most favorable any Native nation ever signed.
329
 If the 
Confederacy had won the war, the Five Tribes would have maintained self-governance and 
autonomy—if the treaties were upheld—in ways they would not with the U.S. Nonetheless, 
slavery was one of several interests shared with white Southerners. While slavery in Native 
nations was sometimes different from that of whites, its legacy within the nations not only 
influenced Civil War alliances, but also racial politics long after the war.
330
  
 There were four “general provisions” that all the tribes were required to comply with in 
the 1866 treaties: first, they were to free their slaves; second, they were required to establish an 
intertribal council that would include representatives from all of the nations in Indian Territory, 
in an attempt to create a U.S.-monitored territorial government; third, they were required to 
allow railroads access through the territory; and fourth, they were required to cede some of their 
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“surplus land” to other tribes removed to the territory.331 The ceding of lands began an east-west 
divide that bore the kernel of divided territories. The pre-1866 area of the Five Tribes was cut 
almost by half. What had been the western half of lands was used by the U.S. to remove Plains 
tribes, and this western section would later become Oklahoma Territory after the Land Run of 
1898.
332
 Moreover, according to Oklahoma historian Angie Debo, only a few days after the 
Creek Treaty was ratified by the Senate, two railroad companies were allowed to build through 
Creek lands.
333
 The influence of the railroads on the opening of territorial land cannot be 
overestimated. The railroad companies carried clout with the U.S. government, and their interests 
aligned with larger international interests to increase economic lines across the continent.  As in 
the July 14, 1866 treaty between the U.S. and the Creek nation, the railroads were not only given 
permission “to construct a railroad from any point north of or any point in or south of the Creek 
country, and likewise from any point on their eastern to their western or southern boundary,” but 
would own the three miles on either side of the track.
334
  
 Owning these strips of land that ran through the Native nations meant increased white 
settlement along the lines because these areas were outside Indian control. Included in a 
memorial presented to Congress petitioning for the Sequoyah constitution was the assertion that 
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“joint statehood propaganda has been engineered and dominated by the attorneys of the railroads 
of Indian Territory” and “in the case of a joint State the railroad attorneys would exercise a 
dominant influence, and we have cause to fear that a joint State would not properly protect the 
interests of our people in these suits with the railroad.”335  
 Despite the dramatic impact the railroads had on the geography and politics of Indian 
Territory, the railroads also made, perhaps unintentionally, changes in the networks of 
communication. While railroads brought increased white settlement and greater U.S. intervention 
from outside the territory, they also allowed for the exchange of information and peoples within 
the territory. Railroads allowed for greater travel, access to goods, and the dissemination of news 
through print, which Native communities and individuals used to their benefit. Railroads also 
shifted the temporality of the space as news was received at a more rapid clip; the distance 
between one territorial locale and another shrank, as well as the gap between “the East” and the 
territory. While greater access to the goings on in Indian Territory peaked the interest and 
awareness of the space for non-territorial residents in the U.S. proper, it also helped increase 
awareness within the territory about what was happening in places like St. Louis, Kansas City, 
and—perhaps most importantly—Washington D.C. 
 The political status of Indian Territory had been tenuous since the 1866 treaties and had 
led to increased U.S. involvement in the political workings of the tribes. The first statehood 
movement post-1866 was driven by the U.S. through an experimental general assembly of Indian 
nations organized by Congress. The assembly was to meet annually, and did so until 1874, “in an 
effort to adopt an organic document that would preserve the tribal rights and cultural traditions of 
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the tribes while enabling the territory as a whole to move toward statehood.”336 While the 
Congressional goal of these assemblies was to heighten surveillance of Native nations, it also put 
numerous tribes in conversation with one another, leading to pantribal alliances that in many 
cases created greater solidarity than division. As Vine Deloria, Jr. and Clifford M. Lytle note, 
over the years the tribes submitted numerous constitutional proposals for Indian Territory at 
large:  
tribal delegates insisted that no existing treaty provisions of any of the tribes of 
the Indian Territory be affected, and since there were a number of small tribes that 
had once resided in the Ohio Valley and had a number of complicated treaties, 
finding the proper formula for representation was no easy task. Nevertheless, the 
tribal delegations were able to hammer out agreements that admitted the power 
and population of the larger tribes and yet preserved a semblance of political 
integrity for the smaller tribes.
337
    
 
These constitutions were never accepted by Congress, however, because they did not employ a 
form of land tenure that divided up the territory into individual plots (allotments) and allowed for 
land to be sold to other states or individuals.  Moreover, as John Thompson argues, the interests 
of the railroads inevitably stood in opposition to those of the Native nations. Tribes “licensed and 
taxed white intruders” and “prohibited the railroads from engaging in the lumber or real estate 
business,” thus limiting the railroads’ economic growth, but also ensuring the nations could 
maintain economic regulation of the space.
338
 Despite these restrictions, the railroads brought in 
many legal and illegal non-Native settlers along their lines who quickly infiltrated the territory: 
“By the late 1880s the railroads were victorious, and within a decade more than 100,000 whites 
had entered the Indian Nations. Cotton farming doubled, and the coal industry boomed. This 
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production ensured the profits of the railroad industry because it meant that its cars would not 
move half-filled.”339 
 Land tenure would become the issue throughout the rest of the nineteenth century. It 
would drive the General Allotment Act of 1887, also known as the Dawes Act, and the Curtis 
Act of 1898, as well as the land runs of the 1880s and 1890s. Included in the negotiations, 
however, was the cession of some lands, and the land originally promised in the 1866 treaties 
“was almost halved by the cessions of the Creeks, Seminoles, Choctaws, and Chickasaws and the 
Cherokee agreement to permit the government to settle other tribes in the Cherokee Outlet.”340 
These cessions halved the previous territory almost equally and would later manifest as the 
boundary line between Indian Territory and Oklahoma Territory:  
Although these two sections were almost equal in land area the histories of the 
two areas were entirely different. The eastern section, that now became known as 
Indian Territory, resumed its development toward Anglo-Saxon-oriented 
civilization in peace and under orderly governments conducted basically by the 
Indians themselves until tribal dissolution began about 1898. In the western side 
that became known as Oklahoma Territory the Federal government settled tribes 
of eastern origin from Kansas and the nomadic tribes of the southern plains. The 
story of the process of their development was fraught with frequent war and 
disorder.
341
 
 
The 1866 treaties, therefore, left long-standing effects on the region’s geopolitical landscape. Not 
only did they enable the cutting across by railroads, but they also began to construct an east-west 
                                                 
339
 Ibid, 32. There were a number of railroad officials who later went on to work as Congressmen, some of whom 
became vocal in discussions of Indian policy in Indian Territory. For discussion of the relationship between railroad 
interests, Congress, and Indian policy see H. Craig Miner, The Corporation and the Indian: Tribal Sovereignty and 
Industrial Civilization in Indian Territory, 1865-1907 (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1976). For a 
discussion of the fin de siècle industrial boom see Amos D. Maxwell's The Sequoyah Constitutional Convention 
(Boston: Meador Publishing Company, 1953), 17 . 
 
340
 Bailey, Reconstruction in Indian Territory, 1865-1877, 194. 
 
341
 Ibid. 
166 
 
divide that later led to the opening of the “Unassigned Lands” and land in the western portion of 
the territory. 
 According to Henry Hugo Brown, interest in opening the land initially responded to an 
article written by Cherokee citizen Elias Cornelius Boudinot. Boudinot was the son of Elias 
Boudinot, editor of the Cherokee Phoenix, and he was a well-known political figure and 
businessman in the territory. Richard White describes the famous son as a “willing tool of the 
Atlantic and Pacific Railroad” and claims “if the competition were not so stiff, [he] might be 
ranked among the greatest scoundrels of the Gilded Age.”342 Boudinot’s article first appeared in 
the Chicago Times on February 17, 1879 and was then “extensively reprinted and commented 
on, soliciting more information about these vast plots of unused land.”343 Throughout the 1880s 
interest grew on the part of railroads, and whites invested in the prospect of settling on “unused,” 
free land described as misused by Native peoples, exploited by cattlemen who set up agreements 
with Native people to run their stock through the land, and outlaws and vigilantes free from the 
jurisdiction of the U.S., as long as they hid out in the territory. Railroads and interested groups in 
the surrounding states continued to put pressure on the U.S. government to open lands, and such 
arguments spread within the territories through newspapers subsidized by the Katy and the 
Atlantic and Pacific “in the railroad towns of the territory to urge the opening of the country, and 
the border press of the surrounding states freely joined in the campaign.”344 Once the Atchison, 
Topeka, and Santa Fe railroad was built north to south approximately along the same divide that 
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had divvied up territory after the 1866 treaties, and two years after the Dawes Act, the U.S. 
bought the title to Seminole and Creek land known as “the Unassigned Lands” and opened it for 
settlement via a land run on April 22, 1889.
345
  
 These land runs became the iconic image of Oklahoma that has come to mark the state. 
Often described in hyperbolic language bloating their significance and importance as singular, 
exceptional moments unlike any seen before or any seen since, there is no denying they 
dramatically reshaped the terrain of the territory (see Fig. 7). Stan Hoig’s description is fairly 
typical of the dominant narrative of “the Harrison Horse Race,” as the initial run was also called:  
The Run of 1889 into the original Oklahoma lands was one of the most unique 
social phenomena of American history. Its magnitude in terms of participants and 
land area involved, its indefinite rules which allowed wide interpretation without 
the benefit of precedent, its peculiarities as a way of occupying a new country, all 
combined with the insatiable American passion for free land to produce a chaotic, 
picturesque, and dramatic occurrence unlike anything in man’s previous 
experience.
346
 
 
The Run was a spectacle of expansive scale but one that occurred in a fairly short period of time. 
It was a condensed performance of the fantasy of westward expansion and settlement. Howard R. 
Lamar argues that the Run had an unusual grip on its contemporaneous American audience, 
claiming that it was followed like the first trip to the moon.
347
 It was an anomaly that garnered 
wide popular interest and widespread media coverage throughout the U.S. because—as discussed 
in my introduction—it offered up the fantasy of an egalitarian yeomanry and the promise of 
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attaining the American ideal, though many of those who participated were unable to maintain 
their plots of land, and larger numbers of those who did eventually shifted from self-employed 
landowners to serving as tenant farmers.
348
  
 Concomitant with the opening of land was the process of allotment outlined in the Dawes 
Act.
349
 As discussed earlier in the chapter, the Five Tribes were initially exempt from the Dawes 
Severalty Act (1887), meaning more land was opening in the western half of the territories where 
other tribes lived than in the eastern half where other tribes lived, but the Curtis Act of 1898 
forced the Five Tribes to construct tribal roles and allocate land through individual titles to 
members of each tribe. The process of allotment had devastating effects on the territories. The 
Dawes Commission asserted that there was great inequality of land use in the territories; there 
were a handful of wealthy landowners and a larger population of poor, disenfranchised Native 
people. The commission’s goal was putatively to redistribute land wealth and weaken tribes. 
This was accomplished through the completion of official rolls of the citizens of every Native 
nation. Large-scale tribal landholdings were broken down into privatized, individual plots for 
each tribal member.  
On the surface, allotment was meant to create equal land holding for all members of a 
tribe (every member on the roll got assigned an individual plot), but in practice it allowed for the 
opening of “unneeded” land not parsed out in the process, thus creating pockets of open space 
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for non-Native settlement. The initial Run led to the formation of Oklahoma Territory in 1890, as 
a result of the Organic Act, and then allotment led to additional runs and lotteries in the 
following years that continued to slice up what had been large tracts of Native-owned land. The 
impact of allotment on identity, tribal sovereignty, geography, and politics in the area was 
unparalleled. It changed the relationship between the U.S. and Native nations, as well as the 
relationship between Native nations and their citizens in ways that still shape the space and the 
people. The economic effect was devastating: 
The wealthy were reduced to the common level through the loss of their excess 
holdings. The poorer citizens found the expenses incident to the selection of their 
allotments a severe strain on their slender resources. Those who were forced to 
move because their homes had been included in townsite or timber segregations 
found themselves with raw land on their hands and with no means to improve it. 
With the settlement of the country and the more efficient development of 
agriculture, their free range was gone and their livestock lost or stolen.
350
 
 
Additionally, decisions about who qualified for official enrollment on the Dawes lists raised 
questions about blood quantum, citizenship, and inclusion that ran contrary to more traditional 
understandings of kinship and community, and that racialized “Nativeness” on a scale previously 
unprecedented. 
Allotment’s objective was to plot, graph, and account for people and space in an orderly 
way that allowed seemingly more accurate surveillance by the U.S. than previously available. In 
addition, it was an attempt to forcibly assimilate Native people to think of themselves as 
individuals, as U.S. citizens, rather than as members of a collective and a tribe. It was a deeply 
spatial shift that can be viscerally felt when one looks at newspaper accounts of the allotment 
process. For example, allotted land available for sale is listed in a May 23, 1905 issue of the 
Muskogee Phoenix (see fig. 6). We can see on the page a visual echo of the new spatial 
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arrangement allotment was introducing. Newsprint, with its columns and rows, is as orderly as 
the ideal formulation of allotment, which generates a great deal of its authority here from our 
tendency to accept and naturalize the logic of the right justified newspaper column, a confining 
frame that holds and (re)orders information much as allotment itself sought to hold and (re-)order 
Native conceptions of space.  
Each entry lists an available plot and includes an item number, as well as the personal 
information of the original allottee, including full name and blood quantum. Tiny print and the 
sheer number of plots for sale makes it almost impossible to distinguish one from the other, 
producing a daunting and overwhelming sense of both modularity and excess in this 
Whitmanesque catalogue of names, places, and descriptions. Visually, this looks more like a 
late-eighteenth/early-nineteenth century newspaper than a twentieth century one; there is 
minimal white space here and print fills the page much as allotment attempted to fill the land. 
Order, in fact, veers towards claustrophic overload due to the sheer volume of information 
quantified here, in a print form that was meant not just to fix and store data (like tribal rolls) but 
to make it available to human readers. This chaotic quality was, in fact, the actual reality of many 
people during allotment. The logic behind determinations of blood quantum, who was included 
on the rolls and why, were often inconsistent, with minimal rhyme or reason. The material effect 
of print, like that of allotment or statehood conversations, was deeply spatial. While railroads and 
the ideals of the Dawes commission might attempt to turn Indian Territory into a linear, 
graphable space that flattened power and networks of communication, the reality on the ground 
was simply different. The ostensibly pragmatic methods of the Dawes commission were 
disorganized and poorly planned, bringing more corruption and disarray to the territory than had 
previously existed. Periodicals, however, were one way to keep track of the changing geography, 
171 
 
political structures, and regulation in the territory. They not only materially demonstrated the 
effect of allotment through including advertisements for land sale, they also served as a space to 
track the workings of the Dawes commission and engage in debate about the effects of their 
commission’s work. It was here that corruption and scandal within the department was revealed 
to residents of Indian Territory and the federal government.  
 
“In History a Living Page”: Indian Territory Print  
Carl F. Kaestle and Janice Radway argue that print was a key technology of power in the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth century, and this was certainly the case in the territories. The 
rapid and widespread circulation of print dailies, weeklies, and monthlies made them the front 
lines of political discussions.
351
 The newspaper and magazine in this era served multiple 
audiences and promulgated a wide array of political agendas. Newspapers had become a litmus 
test for public opinion. They had been used as evidence in Washington D.C. to justify greater 
involvement of the Dawes Commission—and the U.S. government more broadly—in Native 
affairs, often standing in place of the appeals and arguments of Native leaders. As Native 
scholars like Craig Womack, Leslie Marmon Silko, and Lisa Brooks remind us throughout their 
work, writing and print are not exclusively colonial mediums, but have indigenous roots and are 
two tools among many that Native people have used to respond to colonialism.
352
 Circulation of 
periodicals and print ephemera originated in Native nations in Indian Territory in the 1830s, 
often as the mouthpieces of tribal affairs and politics and as school or church newsletters and 
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pamphlets. Therefore, print had deep Native roots in the space.
353
 However, as white settlement 
in Indian Territory grew, the number of white publications also proliferated at a similarly 
staggering clip. While some of these publications called for increased white settlement and the 
end of Native control over the territories, print culture was nevertheless still rooted in tribal 
practices and a long history of Native production and circulation in the region. 
As Carolyn Thomas Foreman has shown, there is a long history of printing in present-day 
Oklahoma; in 1835 shortly after Cherokee removal to Indian Territory, Reverend Samuel A. 
Worcester set up a printing press at Union Mission.
354
 By the last decades of the nineteenth 
century, Indian Territory was awash in newspapers. Earlier publications were printed for a 
Native audience (many of them in Native languages) and served as mouthpieces for particular 
tribes, tribal organizations, or tribal factions, but as white settlement increased the political bent 
of the papers became far more diverse.
355
 However, understanding of a paper’s provenance 
continued to be important because the context in which the paper was produced reflected how it 
shaped perceptions about what was actually going on in the territory for readers outside the 
region. If a paper was assumed to be Native-run, even if this was an inaccurate assumption, it 
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was often presumed to speak for a larger nation or tribe The notion that Native people could 
disagree or speak individually challenged prevailing white assumptions about Native identity.  
Perhaps most famously, Elias C. Boudinot, the same Cherokee citizen whose 1879 article 
in the Chicago Sun Times had roused interest in opening Indian Territory land to the railroads, 
established The Indian Progress under the auspices that it was an official organ for Native 
opinion in the Territory, “owned, edited, and printed by Indians.”356 Boudinot’s previous stint as 
editor of the Cherokee Advocate, the long-standing newspaper of the Cherokee Nation, and his 
prior affiliation aided in further confusion about backing and support for the Progress. It was 
commonly believed by those familiar with Boudinot in the territory that the publication was 
“calculated to convince Congress that the tribes themselves were advocating territorial 
government” and a way for Boudinot to lobby for his own profit, advocating white settlement 
which would lead to financial gains for the railroads, with which he had business ties.
357
 
Boudinot was able to deploy a sense of the collective as a front for personal interests or gain. 
While the piece was not an official statement of the Cherokee Nation, outside of the territory it 
was perceived as such; one Indian spoke for all Indians, especially if what he or she was saying 
worked to benefit white business interests.  
In addition to Native editors like Boudinot, many whites established newspapers and 
magazines to advocate for the opening of Native land and increased settlement, as well as to 
launch critiques against tribal rule (under which white settlers technically had no voice in tribal 
government, paid taxes on business ventures, and had no control over the tribally-run school 
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systems).
358
 Perhaps most famously and dramatically was the founder of the Boomer movement, 
David L. Payne.
359
 Payne and his Oklahoma Colony felt Indian Territory should be available for 
homesteading, and they staged occupations from 1879 through the 1880s.
360
 Payne printed his 
own newspaper, The Oklahoma War Chief (also called The Oklahoma Chief), to disseminate his 
arguments about colonization. Payne’s need to circulate his politics in print were so strong that 
he printed the weekly while on the lam from federal marshals or while establishing new 
colonies/encampments. The weekly was rarely published from the same location twice and, in an 
account of one particular issue of the paper, there is a sense of the urgency Payne felt in his 
desire to publish:  
[It] was printed on brown wrapping paper, and was smeared with grease. Whether 
it had been printed on some paper in which the bacon and other camp supplies 
had been wrapped, or whether it was stained with grease after being printed, is a 
matter for speculation. But the result was a newspaper that was scarcely legible. 
The two inside pages were blank, indicating either that there were other shop 
difficulties besides shortage of paper or that the camp was forced to move before 
the entire edition had been printed.
361
 
 
While the reason for Payne’s sloppy printing is uncertain, the drive to print was strong enough 
that he and his fellow Boomers were willing to do so by any means necessary, saying much 
about the impulse but also the symbolic power Payne associated with newspaper circulation.    
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Corresponding to other publications of the day, but emphasizing their Native history in 
the region, newspapers functioned like political tracts in many ways, and editorial opinions and 
articles served an evidentiary function in congressional debates about the status of Indian 
Territory, sometimes carrying more sway that the petitions and claims of tribal leaders and 
delegates. The powerful sway newspapers held over readers was expressed in a letter sent to 
Principal Chief Mayes in 1895 by the Cherokee delegation in Washington, D.C. The delegation 
explained the Dawes Commission’s report on their assessment of self-government in the 
Territory. They explained the citational use of Indian Territory press as evidence of the failure of 
Native nations to govern adequately:  
We saw that even the press has been largely subsidized in favor of the dissolution 
of our government and the invasion of our right. Before the committee on 
territories of the House, in order to make the impression on members of Congress 
that the people of several tribes were in favor of a territorial government, it was 
stated by lobbyists sent from Ardmore that there were fifty-five newspapers in 
Indian Territory, and that all of them excepting five were in favor of a territorial 
government. But care was taken not to let it be known that all these papers 
favoring a territorial government had been mounted [?] in the Indian Territory 
either by intruders or non-citizen white men for the express purpose of subverting 
the governments of the Indians and turning the country over into hands of 
speculators and inferior politicians, who imagined that, in event of such change as 
they contemplate for the Indian country, they would be importuned to fill the 
territorial offices and possibly to represent the dear people in the halls of 
Congress. Nevertheless, these papers have their influence. They are circulated at 
Washington as well as through the country at large.
362
  
 
I quote this letter at length because it highlights the press’s influence both inside and outside the 
territory in determining what was happening on the ground, and it demonstrates a belief in the 
voice of the press as an authoritative or democratic one for its local readers. As the delegation’s 
frustration shows, however, this sense of authority could (and was) utilized to argue for opinions 
that were not always held by a wider public. While some publications continued to assert 
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arguments beneficial to the tribes, many others represented white settler interests, the interests of 
particular communities, or the interests of individuals or businesses—many under the pretense of 
non-partisan, unbiased news sources. Parsing out the political bents of territorial newspapers, 
therefore, becomes an incredibly difficult, if not impossible, process. What is certain, however, is 
that print culture and the circulation of print in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 
held political and cultural importance, not only for individual readers, but also for the health and 
strength of Native nations.   
Opinions about the current state of affairs and the future for Native nations varied 
dramatically among Native individuals and communities, freedmen, black settlers, white settlers, 
and various other groups. While print was initially dominated by official publications of the 
tribal governments, by the 1870s it had become a sophisticated and diverse media that 
represented a staggering array of opinions and beliefs about the current status and future fate of 
the shape and structure of the space and its inhabitants. Indian Territory had experienced 
dramatic geopolitical and cultural changes through the opening of land to railroads, the land runs, 
and allotment. Change occurred at such a rapid clip that tactics for addressing these changes or 
advocating for others were deeply contested. I do not want to assert that these opinions were 
“right” or “wrong,” but work to understand them as best I can on their own terms. I work to 
follow what Daniel Health Justice outlines as his model for understanding what he terms 
Cherokee literary history. For Justice, “though there are many different ways of understanding 
what it is to be Cherokee—some more suited to the preservation of Cherokee nationhood, 
communitism, and decolonization than others—each way is still an attempt to give shape to an 
177 
 
idea of what it is to be, think, and live Cherokee.”363 It is less useful to make wholesale 
assumptions about the decisions individuals in Indian Territory made in the face of great 
obstacles than to try to understand how they faced a barrage of challenges when confronted with 
allotment, statehood, and a systematic attempt to strip Native nations of their political power.   
Justice’s comment on what constitutes Cherokee literature is helpful in thinking through 
how representations of Native identity and culture, as well as political and social claims, 
functioned in the work of Native territorial writers. How best to combat U.S. imperial 
interventions was a deeply difficult and divisive question whose answer would inevitably have a 
major impact on the shape of Native autonomy and agency for the foreseeable future in the 
territory. The Crazy Snake movement, a Creek anti-allotment nationalist group led by Chitto 
Harjo, showed that some Native groups and individuals were resistant to any form of 
compromise with the U.S.  Others saw allotment and the erosion of Native governance as 
inevitable.
364
 Still others believed Native autonomy and sovereignty could be preserved by 
working within the standing political structures of the U.S.  
According to David Chang, in many ways this was a moment when strategy and rapid 
organization and mobilization were a necessity. For him, this explains why some of the strategies 
and decisions of the Creek Nation might appear inconsistent or contradictory, “Why would 
Creeks eagerly enroll and select allotments while simultaneously electing officials who voiced 
opposition to allotment? […] Creeks knew their opposition to the final division of lands might 
prove unsuccessful, so there was considerable incentive to hedge one’s bets and accept an 
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allotment.”365 What was politically true was also literarily true. As Native writers used fiction 
and poetry to articulate aesthetically their impressions of the current moment or a multitude of 
futurities for Indian Territory, their literature was often deeply rooted in the contemporaneous 
moment, and often as complex—and sometimes contradictory—as the political tactics and 
strategies of elected officials, political groups, and other Native communities.   
Again, even though Native print culture responds to the claims of settler newspapers, it is 
not simply mimicking or reacting to print culture in the territory. Not only does Native print 
culture have material priority in this region (again, going back to the 1830s) but its ontological 
horizon differs from settler print culture.  Benedict Anderson argues for the “newspaper-as-
fiction,” claiming that the newspaper depends on fictive, imagined connections, both in its 
content and in its readership.
366
 For Anderson, the newspaper is like “a book sold on a colossal 
scale, but of ephemeral popularity” held together less by a consistent narrative carried across the 
various articles and advertisements in each publication than by their temporal link, indicated by 
the date at the top of the issue. In other words, what connects the different articles, images, and 
advertisements in the same issue of a newspaper is less a shared sense of content, ideology, or 
argument than the fact that they are reported on the same day and are imagined to work in 
tandem within a shared temporal reality. The narratives crafted in Indian Territory newspapers 
by Native editors and authors, however, served a slightly different function.  
Unlike the fictive connections of an Andersonian model, the content of these periodicals 
often hinged on a sense of cohesion and consistency yoked not just by time but by a sense of 
uncertainty and yet optimism about the geopolitical future of the territories. They called on the 
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multiple scales of subjectivity Native editors, authors, and readers experienced. They were, after 
all, inhabiting multiple subjectivities: members of specific Native nations fighting to maintain 
tribal autonomy and political strength; members of townships or other local communities; 
members of a territory that understood itself as a network of various Native nations who still 
maintained civic and judicial agency.  While one can argue that any reader or writer juggles 
multiple geopolitical scales of subjectivity, those of an Indian Territory audience were 
particularly nuanced as both contra-empire, but (often) also pantribal.  
As such, they perform what Phillip Round identifies as “print constitutionalism” and 
what Lisa Brook’s calls “text-maps.” For Round, printing tribal constitutions and other political 
documents “served not only to balance traditional consensus building and liberal ‘public 
opinion,’ but also to preserve a sense of the ‘landedness’ of Native identity, in spite of the 
various nations’ removals far from their traditional homelands.”367 Demonstrating a sense of 
cohesion amongst the various materials in a publication crafted an argument about Native 
nations and readers in Indian Territory: (1) Readers were cosmopolitan and felt a sense of 
connection between events in the territory and events elsewhere around the world; (2) 
Newspaper production and the content of these papers often demonstrated a sense of modernity 
and progress that challenged primitivist assumptions about Native peoples; (3) Readers could 
make connections between U.S. involvement in the territories and U.S. involvement in other 
locales around the world; (4) Readers could pull together fictional pieces, editorials, and news 
accounts of current events to shape a particular political understanding of the space.   
The space and content of these newspapers and magazines not only created a sense of 
cohesion amongst readers but also served the performative function of demonstrating Native 
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cosmopolitanism, civility, and responsible governance to Native readers, non-Native readers and 
the U.S. government. As Trish Loughran has shown through her study of Revolutionary-era 
print, sometimes the assumption that a particular text or set of texts is widely read is as 
influential as the actual, material consumption by readers.
368
 These periodicals performed a 
particular model of acculturation and “progress”—a version of modernity that ostensibly drove 
the Dawes Commission’s policies and practices in the territory—and in doing so, these Native 
magazines and newspapers generated a sense of autonomy and stability and argued implicitly 
against excessive external intervention. This is not to say they were free from debate or 
conflict—some of the most famous newspaper stories of the day involved gunslinging between 
editors—but, these debates fostered a discourse and dialogue that was deeply inclusive and 
showed strong connections between print and peoples in Indian Territory. So, these periodicals 
foster a sense of cohesiveness across time, geography, and subjectivity that stood in contrast to 
the individualizing, singular quality of allotment or the organizing structure of a typical 
Andersonian newspaper—that of time.  
Moreover, these periodicals elicited calls to action, particular mappings of place and 
history, a sense of connection between contemporaneous readers, the confluence of older tribal 
stories and practices with current events, and new technological media. Within the ongoing 
structure of settler colonialism, which had been devised to persist in perpetuity, they also speak 
to us now, over one hundred years later, and challenge the widely disseminated myth that Native 
people simply conceded their power and rights to the U.S. when it seemed inevitable that the 
space they inhabited would no longer “officially” be their own. These periodicals not only 
included stories of current events but also traditional stories (often rooted in oral tradition), as 
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well as histories of both Indian Territory and the Five Tribes’ ancestral homelands in the 
southeast. Moreover, they explicitly evidenced involvement in market capitalism and a sense of 
technological progress. As such, they “mapped” a complex set of power relations between 
individual Native nations, Indian Territory as a whole, and the U.S. Like Michel de Certeau’s 
notion of “stories in delimitation,” which employ the two “essential narrative figures” of “the 
frontier and the bridge”—one setting a limit, the other transgressing or opening it—Native print 
culture creates a cohesion that breathes, flexibly serving a performative function for U.S. readers 
and a utilitarian one for territorial readers.
369
  
That said, the Creek-run Indian Journal, one of (if not the) most widely read newspaper 
in Indian Territory in the early 1900s, was self-professedly more territorially-centric than other 
newspapers; it rarely covered news outside of Oklahoma and Indian Territory.
370
 In May 1876 
the Indian Journal was established in Muskogee, and initially subsidized by the Creek national 
government “to fight the railroads and their lobbyists at Washington and elsewhere in efforts to 
breakdown and nullify rights of the people guaranteed them by law.”371 Muskogee was chosen as 
the paper’s locale, due to its “strategic point located on the first railroad in the Indian 
Territory.”372 The paper was started as a venue to express Indian opinions and counter the U.S. 
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federal government’s argument that Native self-governance was not working in the territory.373 
While the paper was established within the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, it drew a far larger 
readership. Despite the publication’s staunch assertion of its limited (intended) audience, there 
are certain connections between news stories, advertisements and essays, poetry, and fictional 
pieces in the newspaper that recur consistently through many Indian Territory newspapers.  
The July 25, 1902 issue offers a model of how this functioned. It was published early in 
Creek poet and writer Alex Posey’s time as editor. On the cover page, one sees a large 
advertisement for a mercantile company emphasizing its stock of hardware materials, and thus 
invoking the increased building and production that accompanied settlement and allotment. 
Directly below the advertisement is a special letter to the Journal from the Creek Council titled 
“Following Preamble and Resolutions Appealing to the President for the Protection of the Creeks 
Against Lawless Land Grabbers Submitted to Council by Chief Porter Yesterday.” The 
advertisement for the hardware store is oddly juxtaposed with a formal, governmental piece 
about the influx of illegal settlement, making tensions about land in the territory palpable on the 
front page. At the same time, the enjambment of advertising and governance creates a space that 
is both commercial and communal. The end of the piece indicates that Chief Porter will submit 
the resolution to the President of the United States, but by printing it beforehand in a newspaper 
with strong Muscogee (Creek) readership, more traditional forms of tribal discussion and politics 
combined with the medium of the printed circular. There is a tension, however, between Porter’s 
message about preserving Creek property rights and the advertisement that hovers above. 
 The second page of the paper, like the first, offers an odd melding of advertisements that 
allude to tribal politics and includes Creek writer Charles Gibson’s running column Rifle Shots. 
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An advertisement for Grayson’s Grocery slides across the top of the page while Gibson’s piece 
sits below it. Rifle Shots is sandwiched between advertisements for dentists, lawyers, and other 
professionals on the left and advertisements for banks and the St. Louis stockyard on the right.  
Grayson’s Grocery offers the following in its ad, which one could read as an allusion to the twin 
territories metaphor of Oklahoma and Indian Territory, as well as that of joint statehood: “The 
young man loves the young lady. That’s his business. The young lady loves the young man. 
That’s her business. Pretty soon they’ll be married and wanting all kinds of Fancy and Staple 
Groceries. That’s my business [emphasis in the original].”374 W.C. Grayson was a friend of 
Posey’s and actively involved in the allotment process; he had been on the Creek committee that 
approved allotment. However, Grayson was also considered “anti-progress,” according to Daniel 
Littlefield, Jr., and supported Chief Porter’s decision not to sign thousands of Creek allotment 
deeds in Muskogee until the U.S. consented to a supplemental agreement that would help prevent 
the sale of “excess” lands to non-Creeks.375 The allusion to the heteronormative marriage trope 
of Mr. Oklahoma and Miss Indian Territory offers a humorous endorsement of single statehood 
that alludes to the profit of “my business,” meaning that of Grayson. The first person places him 
directly into the pages of the paper, connecting his own economic prosperity to the economic 
advantages ferried in through statehood.   
 Below Grayson’s advertisement sits the first of Gibson’s two Rifle Shots pieces for July 
25
th
. “More About the Spokogees” uses the case of the Spokogees to share pre-removal Creek 
land use history. Gibson says that while the Spokogees could be viewed as “pullbacks,” a 
problematic but popular term also used for Native people committed to older ways and 
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traditions, they understand that General McIntosh’s treating with the U. S. government was not 
to Creek benefit. And “so it was that Gen. McIntosh and one other was killed for having signed a 
treaty with the U.S. government ceding Alabama conta[r]ary to the law and will of the Creek 
people.” Gibson ends the piece with the assertion that “what we have written is no guess work 
but a plain statement of facts.” While Gibson’s piece self-identifies as a history lesson on pre-
Removal Creek politics, its allusion to the contemporary moment is no guesswork either.  
 1902 was not only the year of debate about Porter’s decision to push for the supplemental 
agreement, but also the year Chitto Harjo and the Snakes regrouped to fight Creek compliance 
with the Dawes Commission.
376
 The Snakes were often tagged with the derogatory term 
“pullback” that Gibson uses for the Spokogees, making a potential connection between the 
Spokogees of the past and the 1902 “traditionals,” Snakes, and Snake sympathizers. One can 
read between the lines in Gibson’s piece and see a commentary on debate in the Creek nation 
about Porter’s decision and the Snakes’ organizing period; fighting against the erosion of Creek 
land had a long history in the tribe and was an imperative in Creek law and the desire of the 
people. He therefore is able to use traditional forms of Creek metaphor and allusion to stage a 
fairly radical political commentary by framing it as a story of history and tradition that posits 
itself as “folksy” rather than political.  
 Whether or not intentionally placed side by side in the layout of the newspaper, the 
advertisement and Gibson’s essay present two competing notions of territorial identity and 
Creekness. Coupled together, they make the temporality of the Creek newspaper distinct from 
that of an Andersonian one. They display a sense of multiple scales of readership, and together 
they present an understanding of progress narratives actively engaged in the capitalist project of 
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modernity and state-making, while also reflecting on a deep history and deep past. Together, 
they not only reflect varied Creek opinions, but coexist in disagreement together on the same 
territorial landscape of the newspaper page.  
 The third, fourth, and fifth pages of the newspaper cover a vast array of local and 
territorial news and announcements that create a sense of intimacy for their readers, referring to 
individuals in ways that make them seem familiar. “Bower,” for example, “is still doing business 
at the same old stand.” Posey also includes news from other newspapers, notably the Holdenville 
Times’s praise of “Charlie” Gibson and Alex Posey. In addition, these pages are peppered with 
advertisements from banks, railroads, and land sales—again echoing and producing the current 
moment in Eufaula and the Muscogee (Creek) nation. The fifth page of Posey’s paper is taken up 
by the full-page advertisement for the Journal itself as an advertisement for advertisers (see fig. 
7). This advertisement poses a sharp contrast to the allotment listings from the Muskogee 
Democrat.  The Indian Journal advertisement is full of white (or what I would call wide open) 
space and varied font size and style. It draws the reader’s eye first to the newspaper’s title, as 
well as its subscription numbers. The eye is then drawn to the ad’s assertion of its intended or 
assumed audience through its “”Speciality of Local and Territorial News.” If allotment produced 
a dizzying sense of atomization and excess, than a paper like the Indian Journal countered that 
with a sense of cohesion and communalism. Not only does this ad assert its dedication to the 
territory, it also emphasizes “the people, a reading public, a community.” Instead of individual 
listings, the Journal surrounds its advertisement with one thin border, encompassing all of the 
print on the page. Indeed, it looks less like an advertisement than a title page--an ornate calling 
card for the people of Indian Territory writ large.    
 The last two pages of the newspaper continue to offer local and territorial news, as well  
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as a short narrative piece, “The Cruise of the Good Vrouw” excerpted “From a Diary by One of 
the Crew.” Two characters, Doc and J.N. take their boat on the Oktahutche, a beloved spot for 
Posey, and, based on the style of the prose, in all likelihood the anonymous piece was penned by 
Posey. Under his editorship from 1902-1904, the Journal performs “Creekness,” and its 
advertisements, essays, and news pieces offer readers both then and now a sense of the political 
and cultural moment of 1902. The Journal not only “Make[s] a Speciality of Local and 
Territorial News,” its emphasis on community and cohesion functions as a political response to 
allotment debates, grounded as those debates were in questions about the strength and futurity of 
the Creek Nation. The nation, like the paper, is communally affiliated, even if contentious, and 
balances a deep sense of Creek identity and nationalism with an awareness of larger territorial 
discussions and modern forms of capital, technology, and print.   
 
Literary Territory 
Language and information sharing were critical to the imagined Native state; while the 
Sequoyah movement failed to reach fruition as an official state, the drafted constitution greatly 
influenced the language for the Oklahoma constitution. Despite attempts to quell the movement 
and push through Oklahoma statehood, Sequoyah could not be completely ignored or erased. An 
emphasis on endurance and adaptability were central to the movement from its beginnings, most 
strongly in the name for the proposed state. Cherokee citizen James A. Norman proposed 
“Sequoia” as the state name in one of a series of editorial pieces advocating a separate statehood 
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movement.
377
 In a piece from 2 April 1905 in the Muskogee Democrat, Norman not only called 
for a constitutional convention, he also proposed a name for the Indian Territory state:  
We, as Cherokee, Creek, Choctaw, Chickasaw, Seminole, and Osage Indians  
together with the whites and blacks in our midst, have the same equal rights as 
American loyal citizens to call a constitution convention this summer, to adopt a 
constitution for the Indian Territory’s new state, called ‘Sequoia.’ (To be 
presented to our next Congress for ratification, and by proper manipulation 
congress will ratify our constitution, as it is already duty bound to do so by sacred 
and solemn treaties with the several civilized tribes of Indians.)
378
 
 
Norman highlighted the lack of structure or process in state formation, noting that, 
No form or procedure for the organization of new states is prescribed by the 
United States constitution, or by any laws of Congress. Each case has been dealt 
with as it presented itself. In some cases congress has taken the initiative by the 
passage of enabling acts; in others the movement has originated with the people 
of the proposed state, and congress has, by appropriate acts accepted and ratified 
the constitution and the state government proposed.
379
 
 
Early in 1905 there had been Congressional attempts to pass a single statehood bill through the 
Hamilton Act and the Oklahoma Territory convention on the possibility of single statehood.
380
 
While nothing passed Congress, the sentiment was taken seriously by Norman and others in 
Indian Territory. Norman’s editorial deploys rhetoric consistent with U.S. Indian policies to 
make his case. He emphasizes the value and strength of treaties and citizen rights, while also 
utilizing the logic of previous statehood arguments used by the U.S.—for places like Florida—
that claim the process functions outside a set of prescribed practices. This argument often 
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worked to the benefit of the U.S. as it selected various territories and external lands to annex and 
envelop into the larger nation, but Norman reappropriates this same thinking to argue for 
“Sequoia.” Norman’s ability to work within pre-existing logics of space and governmentality 
repeatedly used by the United States to reshape boundaries in Indian Territory demonstrated the 
spatial and rhetorical savvy circulating throughout Indian Territory in the years before statehood.  
To call this space the “state of Sequoyah” invoked the icon of Cherokee literacy and 
registered a particular framing of Native identity. Sequoyah is credited with creating the 
Cherokee syllabary in the 1820s, an innovation that, within a few short years, transformed the 
Cherokee into a literate, print-reading, and print-circulating nation. Sequoyahan influenced an 
adapting sense of Cherokee peoplehood and resistance to colonialism. Both during his lifetime 
and after his death, Sequoyah functioned as the symbolic representative of the larger Cherokee 
Nation for many of its people. He symbolized Cherokee nationalism, adaptability via literacy, 
and an ability to harness a vital tool of U.S. settler colonialist projects for Native resistance and 
independence. The name is a strategic political choice that aligns the proposed state with a 
particular notion of cultural advancement and textual production. It suggests a knowing sense of 
control over print media and the discourses it circulated.  
Sequoyah was also a symbol of text, cultural adaptation, and literature more generally for 
both Cherokee and non-Cherokee Native people alike; poets wrote sonnets in honor of him, 
many of them echoing the poetic tradition of praising mythological or heroic figures. The use of 
Classical allusion and traditional meter and rhyme—while typical of much nineteenth-century 
poetry—asserted the poet’s skill and Sequoyah’s importance in Western civilization by 
demonstrating an awareness of common English-language poetic tropes and revealing the 
authors’ versatility with language and content. Additionally, however, a number of these poems 
189 
 
share a celestial invocation of his timelessness. He transcends nations, time, and space, much like 
heavenly bodies or constellations. He becomes symbolic of Native survivance, an ability to 
endure long after the era of U.S. colonialism—through print.   
 While humorous at times, the poetry and political essays of Too-Qua-Stee (also known as 
DeWitt Clinton Duncan) were far more explicit and aggressive in their critique of U.S. 
imperialism and the erosion of Native control over Indian Territory lands than many of his 
contemporaries. Too-Qua-Stee had survived forced removal to Indian Territory during the 1830s. 
While a lawyer and educator for the Cherokee Nation by trade, Too-Qua-Stee wrote material that 
explicitly argued for treaty-compliance and the continued sovereignty of the Cherokee Nation.
381
 
His writings were both tribally and territorially specific in their intended audience, but the scale 
at which he writes about land and power struggles is more expansive, comparing U.S. 
interventions in China to attempts to eat up the “delicious morsel” of the “Cherokee republic” in 
his 1900 piece “IMPERIALISM: Abandonment of the Monroe Doctrine,” as well as linking 
slavery and the oppression of African Americans, sexism, and treaty-erosion to the same U.S. 
imperialism machine.
382
 Too-Qua-Stee sees multi-scaled connections in the stretch of U.S. 
influence, understanding that what happens in the territories is linked to U.S. interests overseas. 
While his writings were committed to upholding self-governance for the Cherokee people and 
for Native nations the territories, he also understood that what they experienced in the territories 
and U.S. negotiations with Native territorial people was directly linked to a much more 
expansive network of power, capital, and peoples. Statehood, for example, had much to do with 
the unincorporation of Puerto Rico, the Philippines, and Guam.  
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 Too-Qua-Stee wrote few pieces about the statehood discussions. By the time it became 
clear that statehood of one sort or another was likely inevitable, he was in his seventies and 
nearing the end of his life. However, in the few writings where he does discuss the statehood 
question, he advocated double statehood as the best option for maintaining Native political 
strength in the region. Too-Qua-Stee had radical views on U.S.-Cherokee relations and hesitated 
to make anything that seemed to him a concession. Many of his early writings discuss the 
necessity of preserving hardline stances and demanding the U.S. see tribes as fellow republics, 
nations, and self-governing bodies external to the settler colonial power.  
In the poem “Indian Territory at World’s Fair,” he mentions what he feels will be the 
future of Indian Territory if it is made a state.
383
 At the 1904 St. Louis World’s Fair Indian 
Territory was given its own building, separate from Oklahoma Territory. The title of Too-Qua-
Stee’s poem, however, seems not only to reference the 1904 St. Louis event, but also play on 
“world’s” as a contraction—world is fair—and to speak to Indian Territory’s context within a 
global network. The bulk of the poem plays with the notion of presentation, cheekily describing 
Indian Territory as a grieving mother who must put on a good face and show her assets and skills 
to the world. While she has lost her firstborn, she must pull herself together for her second child. 
The last stanza of the poem imagines the futurity of Indian Territory statehood and the loss of its 
first people—its Native inhabitants:384  
Ah! grandest glories wait upon thy torch, 
When thou becom’st a state, or something such,  
(’Thout Oklahoma’s parasitic clutch,)  
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Thou’lt dwelt sublime in an unwonted sphere;  
Installed a member of that mighty group,  
The banner of thy pride may never droop. 
Say, mother, wilt thou then disdain to stoop.  
And give thy buried race a tear?
385
  
 
The poem does not advocate statehood with Oklahoma and its “parasitic clutch.”  However, it 
also asks whether separate statehood would, in fact, be enough to maintain Native agency in the 
space. While there might be some pride in becoming a state and “Installed a member of that 
mighty group,” this line sarcastically hints that such an honor might not be to the benefit of her 
Native inhabitants. This speculative poem looks to a statehood future with great pessimism and 
concern. Too-Qua-Stee saw the future in bleak terms if things continued on the trajectory they 
were following in 1904.  
Also in 1904, Too-Qua-Stee published “Sequoyah” in the Cherokee newspaper the Vinita 
Weekly Chieftain.
386
 In the first line of the poem, Too-Qua-Stee describes Sequoyah as an 
anomaly, more than man: “Great man? Or wondrous, should I say?” He goes into a long conceit 
that compares Sequoyah to a planet, describing him as a “heavenly orb” that shoots from earth 
into the sky as it is “launched,” “hurled,” and “rose and shone,” “Eclipsing constellations in its 
flight.” Sequoyah’s genius is like a star shining down from the heavens that can be seen by all 
below, “A Sun gone out—the universe its tomb.” Sequoyah and his creation of the syllabary, 
therefore, take on legendary status that surpasses material understandings of time and space. As 
such, he embodies the endurance of the Cherokee people.  
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 This stretching of time is representative of Sequoyah poems written decades earlier by 
Cherokee poets Joshua Ross in 1856 and David J. Brown in 1879. Brown’s rendition invokes a 
similiarly ethereal, heavenly Sequoyah who shines down on the world, a “giant of thy age” who 
is “in history a living page.”387 Brown’s Sequoyah is a visionary seer, like an Old Testament 
figure, who understood better than others what was needed for the futurity of the Cherokee 
Nation. Joshua Ross’s poem “Sequoyah” (signed with the pen name “The Wanderer”) depicts a 
Sequoyah in similar ways. Unlike Too-Qua-Stee’s Sequoyah, who shines down from the 
heavens, Ross’s Sequoyah is deeply rooted in the earth. In Ross’s poem Sequoyah is not 
remembered as a name on a tombstone, but through language. As someone who, for Ross, could 
see the future, i.e., who “read the writing on the wall,” his creation of the syllabary ensured the 
continuation of the Cherokee language. Sequoyah’s legacy will have an eternal future through 
the use of language that will endure well beyond U.S. empire’s attack on the Cherokee, “when 
the Nation fades away/Before the mighty Saxon sway,” despite adequate recognition of his 
genius while alive.
388
   
Cherokees were not the only Native poets to commemorate Sequoyah in verse. Alex 
Posey’s “Ode to Sequoyah” was one of the first pieces to gain him significant attention both 
within Indian Territory and beyond in the U.S. Perhaps more than the other Sequoyah poems, 
however, Posey’s version self-consciously signals a connection to Indian Territory, not just the 
Cherokee Nation. Scholars have noted Alex Posey’s resistance to a larger readership. According 
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to Littlefield, some of his earliest success came from “Ode to Sequoyah” after it was published in 
Twin Territories magazine in April 1899, receiving attention and circulation across the U.S. 
proper.
389
 The poem appeared under the pseudonym he had begun using for his poetry while a 
student at Bacone Indian University, Chinnubbie Harjo. Posey’s ode was initially accompanied 
by a brief introductory paragraph that simultaneously framed the author as both exceptional and 
typical—it alleges that most Indians are “anything but poetical,” offering a sense of the odds, 
“about one in ten thousand.”390 However, the poem asserts that the poet’s education and 
intelligence are quite common, noting “there are thousands of educated Indians in the 
Territory—many of them graduate from famous institutions of learning, but they do not deal in 
poetry.”391 In doing so it argues for the poem as a unique and quality piece of literature, but 
without claiming that its allusions or adeptness with language would be lost on a well-educated 
Native territorial audience.  
The blurb ends by saying that one cannot read this poem without acknowledging the 
sophistication of life in Indian Territory. This introductory remark was most likely written by 
Ora Eddleman Reed or one of the other editors and not Posey, for in a statement he made to the 
Philadelphia Press in 1900 he argued that “If they could be translated into English without losing 
their characteristic flavor and beauty, many of the Indian songs and poems would rank among 
the greatest poetic productions of the time. […]. The Indian talks in poetry; poetry is his 
vernacular, not necessarily the stilted poetry of books, but the free and expressive untrammeled 
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poetry of nature.”392 Posey simultaneously critiques the poetic limits of the English language and 
refutes the notion of the Native poet as anomaly; instead he argues that Native understandings of 
poetry are as good, if not better, than those of whites.  
Posey’s poem, like the proposed state map of Sequoyah, performatively demonstrates a 
mastery of Western conventions and forms. It  begins: 
The names of Watie and Boudinot - 
The valiant warrior and gifted sage --- 
And other Cherokees, may be forgot, 
But thy name shall descend to every age; 
The mysteries enshrouding Cadmus' name 
Cannot obscure thy claim to fame. 
 
Here, Posey praises Sequoyah by comparing him not only to Cherokee leaders like Stand Watie 
and Elias Boudinot but also Cadmus, the prince said to have brought the alphabet to the Greeks. 
As Brown did before Posey, Sequoyah’s greater claim to posterity is then explicitly linked to the 
endurance of written language and the telling of stories, not only through the comparison to 
Cadmus but in other ways as well: 
The people's language cannot perish - nay! 
When from the face of this great continent 
Inevitable doom hath swept away 
The last memorial - the last fragment 
Of tribes, some scholar learned shall pore 
Upon thy letters, seeking ancient lore.  
 
In this formulation, both written language and the stories told about Sequoyah’s creation assure 
his impact, as well as that of the Cherokee people. Posey suggests that memorials—and we could 
interpret these as material markers or as written memorials (a genre of writing used by the 
Cherokee to lobby with the U.S. government)—may fade and “the last fragment of tribes” may 
be “swept away,” yet “the people's language cannot perish.” Even in the face of colonialism, 
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settlement, and allotment, the people will endure, if not physically, then lyrically through the 
language that forecasts its own futurity. 
 The poem’s ending, however, is slightly more ambiguous as Posey closes by alluding to 
Sequoyah’s biographical disappearance into Mexico and uncertain fate. 393 He ends with a 
question: 
By cloud-capped summits in the boundless west, 
Or mighty river rolling to the sea, 
Where'er thy footsteps led thee on that quest, 
Unknown, rest thee, illustrious Cherokee?
 394
  
 
Ending as it does with a question mark, this stanza seems to tilt the poem towards an elegiac 
mourning. At the most basic level, these lines simply ask whether Sequoyah, wherever he died, 
is at peace. But this poem is not an elegy; it is emphatically titled and framed as an ode, a 
celebration of survival rather than an act of grieving. In that final line, in fact, Posey is almost 
certainly asking a broader question that depends not on Sequoyah’s disappearance so much as his 
people’s endurance: he may be asking if Sequoyah is literally at rest, but he is also asking 
whether Sequoyah can rest easily with the current predicament unfolding in Indian Territory.  
 Sequoyah thus served as a symbol of text, cultural adaptation, and literature for both 
Cherokee and non-Cherokee Native peoples alike. The use of classical allusion and traditional 
meter and rhyme asserted the poets’ skill and Sequoyah’s importance in Western civilization by 
demonstrating an awareness of common English-language poetic techniques and revealing the 
authors’ versatility with language and content. Additionally, however, a number of these poems 
also share a celestial assertion of Sequoyah’s timelessness. He transcends time and space, much 
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like heavenly bodies or constellations. He becomes a symbol of Native survivance with the 
ability to endure long after the era of U.S. imperialism—through print and its literary 
conventions, which are understood as culturally fungible and translatable. 
Like many of these Sequoyah poems, all of which circulated through territorial 
periodicals, Posey’s ode emphasizes Sequoyah’s achievements as timeless and eternal, but this is 
seemingly in tension with the material form of the publication—an ephemeral magazine. The 
magazine’s performance of Native power complicates its additional function as a site of 
everyday circulation for communal dialogue and discourse. As a marker of Native power and 
culture, the periodical (like Sequoyah) speaks not only to its contemporary readers, but also to its 
future readers. While the actual text of the poem may not continue to circulate among the same 
number of people today as it did in the nineteenth or early twentieth century, its contribution to 
an argument about Native space and culture sediments it in the land and the people. Moreover, it 
challenges the dominant U.S. narrative of the era, which depicted Native nations as unable to 
wield control over space and people. Print culture geared towards Native readers and Native 
interests in Indian Territory challenged (and continues to challenge) the notion that print was the 
exclusive tool of U.S. imperialism in the nineteenth century, just as the map of Sequoyah 
challenged the idea that only the U.S. could produce a functioning and recognizable state in the 
territory.   
In the end, the Sequoyah movement did not succeed in creating an Indian Territory state. 
The memorial, constitution, and voting results were presented to President Roosevelt and 
Congress in December 1905 and January 1906, to little response. In the same Congressional 
session that established the Enabling Act (also known as the Hamilton Bill), allowing for 
Oklahoma statehood, Congress also passed the Five Tribes Act, which ended the official tribal 
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enrollment proceedings of the Dawes Commission, the loss of school-control, and greater U.S. 
oversight of tribal leaders and tribal affairs.
395
 The 1906 Enabling Act was also accompanied by 
a Congressional compromise that New Mexico and Arizona be entered as one state into the U.S. 
if both territories’ populations consented. While history has demonstrated this was not the case 
for Arizona and New Mexico, it was for Oklahoma and Indian Territory, and by June 1906 
Oklahoma statehood was all but guaranteed.
396
 Within the two years following the movement, 
tribal governance lost authority in the Territory, the U.S. all but “declared the nations non-
existent,” and the state of Oklahoma was formed.397 Despite the highly sophisticated, organized 
effort, this story fell out of popular and official lore, whether because Native nations and people 
had to quickly refocus on combating the newly formed structures of governance or because the 
trauma of such a loss led to sublimation of the event. The State of Sequoyah movement, like the 
use of print culture, demonstrated Native retooling of imperialist weapons to challenge U.S. 
encroachment.  
In Elizabeth Cook-Lynn’s 1993 speech “Who Gets to Tell the Stories” at the Great Plains 
Writers Conference she speaks to the power of language and the telling and re-telling of the 
stories. They are as important as the material fight for autonomy and sovereignty: “If the study of 
literature tells us anything, it is that the stories hold the secrets to our lives as much as does the 
land […] and that is why the question, ‘Who gets to tell the stories?’ is not only never far from 
our thoughts, it is the political question of our time.”398 The stories not only shape the land, they 
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shape the way the history of the land is remembered. Stories, all stories, are important forms of 
anticolonial resistance because they frame the past as a multivocal space. While the stories may 
not be consistent with one another, or be written (or told) in the same genres, styles, or forms, 
their sheer presence continues to challenge the assumption of the inevitability of Oklahoma 
statehood and of U.S. attempts to dismantle tribal authority. This approach to power and 
storytelling perhaps makes more evident why Alex Posey, a literary writer and newspaper editor, 
would be selected as secretary for the state of Sequoyah convention. Print, too, continues to play 
a significant role in the circulation of statewide discussions and information-sharing. According 
to the “Printing and Publishing” essay in the online Encyclopedia of Oklahoma History and 
Culture produced by the Oklahoma Historical Society, in 2000 Oklahoma was the state with the 
second most printing and publishing operations in the U.S.
399
   
 In December 2011 as I made the long drive from Illinois to New Mexico, I stopped in 
Stillwater to visit old friends. I sat in the Stonewall Tavern (a favorite of many locals and 
Oklahoma State University students), which embodies the spatial and historical complexity of 
Oklahoma. Its name refers to the Civil War General Stonewall Jackson, while its walls are lined 
with framed maps of Native nations in Oklahoma. The sign out front, in small font, used to claim 
the bar was built on the site of Round Mound, an important Civil War battle in Indian Territory. 
When it was proven that this was an erroneous assertion the bar was required to remove this 
claim from its signage.
400
 I discussed my work on the State of Sequoyah movement with two 
friends, one Kiowa and one Osage/Cherokee/Creek, and engaged in a discussion of my concerns 
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in writing about home: What is the value of my work? Am I over-emphasizing the significance 
of the territorial era and its people? We talked about how stories stay—knitted into the land, into 
our psyches—whether or not we know the details, or even the plot. As we talked, I looked 
around for a map of the state of Oklahoma to show them the space Sequoyah would have 
encompassed. I noticed just above us, hazed in a film of cigarette smoke and red dust, a map of 
Sequoyah that sat squeezed between a series of Five Tribes maps. The Stonewall was a spot all 
of us had spent time in for many years. For those of us who left, it was a reprieve from our 
families and a meeting place to catch up with old friends. While we had never noticed the map, it 
had always been there, in a bar that pays homage to a North-South war in a Western space and 
context, the State of Sequoyah continues to peep out from history—sedimented in maps, print, 
and stories—challenging the notion the Oklahoma was only ever Oklahoma and can be 
embraced in one singular, flat piece of paper.   
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Chapter 4: Lit. in the B.I.T. (Beautiful Indian Territory) 
As the word Oklahoma gives birth to meaning and creates an energy, it has also given birth to 
many native poets and writers who call Oklahoma home […] In a sense, we never leave 
Oklahoma, or maybe it would be better to say that Oklahoma never leaves us. The spirit is alive in 
the landscape that arranges itself in the poems and stories that are created and the spirit takes 
many forms and many voices.
401
 
 
Most of the newspapers of the B.I.T. seem to have lots of politics on hand. Some want single 
statehood and others hunger for double statehood.
402
 
 
 
While Joy Harjo’s words reference the state of Oklahoma proper, they also allude to a 
Native state of being in the region, one not necessarily tethered to statehood. For writers, this 
means the “poems and stories” are indelibly marked by the land, but also that the land is marked 
by these stories. In Harjo’s quote, the literary and the landscape intertwine, co-constitutively 
producing place. Harjo echoes the sentiments of many Native writers in the 1890s and early 
1900s who saw their work as devoted to protecting the autonomy of Indian Territory and its 
Native nations. As their work circulated in newspapers and magazines across the region, these 
authors asserted a collective sense of place and identity through a print culture readership.   
 Some of these authors, most famously Alex Posey, have been understood as literary 
representatives of the moment, but often as singular, individualized examples of Native 
American literary production. I would argue, however, that like the newspapers and magazines 
they published in, the best known authors from the era were not isolated literary exemplars, but 
were writers in conversation with one another—if not in person, then through the pages of 
periodicals. Through satire, sentimental fiction, poetry, editorials, political tracts, and essays 
these authors employed various generic forms and forms of print to express themselves and make 
larger arguments about their communities and the B.I.T. (a nineteenth-century regional acronym 
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for the “Beautiful Indian Territory”). For them, the process of white settlement and statehood 
was not naturalized or inevitable, but was part of a larger systematic attempt to whittle away at 
Native control of the territories. Writers/editors Alex Posey and Ora V. Eddleman Reed were 
adept at understanding print circulation and reception, both serving at one time or another as 
editors of The Indian Journal and Twin Territories respectively.  
My interest in this chapter lies in how a handful of Native writers, Ora V. Eddleman 
Reed, Charles Gibson, and Alex Posey, used the forms of the newspaper and magazine to 
articulate their perspectives on the changing geopolitical terrain of Indian Territory. Throughout 
the 1890s and early 1900s a community of Native writers, many of whom were also newspaper 
or magazine editors, used the pages of these periodicals to speak to local Native audiences and a 
larger non-Native audience both within and outside Indian Territory. In these publications they 
discussed the major political, social, and cultural issues of the day, and all of them positioned 
themselves as Native editors and writers speaking from a specifically Native perspective. Their 
claims about identity, depictions of life in the Territory, and politics were not always consistent 
with each other—in some cases blatantly contradictory—but such nuanced responses to the 
world they lived in textually demonstrate just how complex the moment was for Native people.  
Kanaka Maoli scholar Noenoe Silva makes important assertions about the political utility 
of Hawaiian language newspaper writings of the same era. Her refutation of the “myth of 
passivity through documentation” proves salient for the primarily English language periodicals I 
discuss in this chapter.
403
 Like Kanaka Maoli writers, Native writers in Indian Territory knew 
that “the epistemology of the school system is firmly Western in nature: what is written counts. 
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When the stories can be validated, as happens when scholars read the literature in Hawaiian and 
make findings available to the community, people begin to recover from the wounds caused by 
that disjuncture in their consciousness.”404 A community of writers, many of them deeply 
entrenched in political campaigns within their nations and in pantribal alliances, utilized 
newspapers and magazines to critique U.S. intervention in the territory, craft political tracts 
(sometimes through literary writing), and shape imagined geographies of the region’s future. In 
their writing they were actively invested in the politics of the present, but also in using their work 
to make particular arguments for the geopolitical futurity of the space.  
As Michel de Certeau illuminates in his discussion of how stories form space and myth, 
the plottings of boundaries and limits “consisting in narrative contracts and compilations of 
stories are composed of fragments drawn from earlier stories and are fitted together in makeshift 
fashion (bricolés). In this sense, they shed light on the formation of myths, since they also have 
the function of founding and articulating spaces.”405 While we can see this in the reenactments 
and retellings of the Land Run narrative, we also see it at play in the work of Native writers in 
the territories. Much like the indigenous northeastern writers Lisa Brooks discusses in The 
Common Pot, these authors used literature and print to maintain Native space and the melding of 
traditional stories with their accounts of the current events of the day. They challenge the U.S. 
narrative of manifest destiny and articulate Native dialogues between nations and people that 
highlight multivocal, multivalent responses to a moment of rapid geographic, political, and 
cultural flux. Like the works Brooks discusses,  
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the aesthetic achievement of these literary forms was dependent on their rhetorical 
and material ability to effectively communicate a message, to persuade someone 
of the importance of an issue or idea, to map the route of an interior or exterior 
journey, to bind words to deeds, or to embed evocative mnemonic images that 
would transfer memory across time. In short, the success of the literary endeavor 
would be evaluated based on its capacity as a carrier or catalyst within the 
network of relations.
406
 
 
 For Ora V. Eddleman Reed, the literary speaks to a translocal space—the local space of the 
territories and the local spaces of domestic home in the U.S. She argues for the domestic value of 
the “twin territories” as something necessary for the continued success of the larger U.S. nation. 
She does so by playing on common tropes of Indian Territory as feminine by making the Native 
feminine frontier a space of moral excellence. Gibson and Posey, however, address the local 
through their allusion to people, places, and cultural signifiers only legible to territorial readers. 
While both were well-known writers, they refused the call to circulate their writings to a larger 
U.S. audience or to cater their material to non-Native and non-Territorial readers. Instead, they 
affirmed the space of Indian Territory by creating a closed-circuit readership. While others 
outside the space were welcome to read their fables and letters, they both placed primacy on 
those people within Indian Territory proper.   
To see the Native space they construct, like the State of Sequoyah, requires that we as 
readers engage in what Jodi Byrd terms indigenous critical theory, which “means imagining an 
entirely different map and understanding of territory and space: a map constituted by over 565 
sovereign indigenous nations, with their own borders and boundaries, that transgress what has 
been naturalized as contiguous territory divided into 48 states.”407 Daniel Littlefield, Jr. and 
James Parins have argued that despite stereotypical assumptions that Native people were isolated 
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from global and U.S. current events, Indian Territory writers were aware of larger U.S. literary 
trends.  Territorial readers had a keen consciousness of popular U.S. culture and current events. 
Public attention and U.S. journalism frequently focused on Indian Territory, and those with an 
interest in the territory were not above wielding biased press coverage in their favor—railroad 
executives and land speculators cast greedy eyes on Indian lands, bureaucrats investigated 
‘conditions,’ members of Congress made it the object of numerous pieces of legislation, and 
public opinion urged the opening of the Indian lands to non-Indian settlement.”408 Littlefield and 
Parins argue that there was “extensive literary activity” addressing larger public opinions about 
the territory that circulated externally.
409
  
I would also argue that these writers were equally attuned to the internal workings of the 
space, and were as committed to addressing readers there as they were to a broader U.S. 
audience, if not more so in some cases. To embrace the mappings of Native space produced in 
their work, we must think about how they used writing to create a sense of community within the 
space of the territory, not only as a way to “speak back” to U.S. empire. Writing was, after all, 
not simply a defensive tool negotiated in U.S.-Indigenous relations. It was also a tool Native 
people used to speak to one another, both in the present and to future generations.  
 
Ms. [Indian Territory] Magazine 
 From these dramatic shifts in the cartography, politics, and demographic make-up of the 
land came the formation of Oklahoma and Indian Territories, commonly referred to as the Twin 
Territories, and the two territories were separate entities from 1890 until Oklahoma statehood in 
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1907. As differences between them hardened through the twenty years following the first Run, 
the two were framed as separate identities: Oklahoma Territory was depicted as a predominantly 
white, Republican farming space (despite the number of Native people and nations that still 
called it home), while Indian Territory was posited as a Native, Democratic, ranching space less 
“civilized” and advanced than Oklahoma. In the years leading up to statehood this divide also 
took on gendered and racialized connotations in popular representations of the two, as “Mr. 
Oklahoma Territory” and “Miss Indian Territory.”410 The feminization of Indian Territory as a 
virginal maiden free to be wooed and wed was a useful trope for single-statehood arguments that 
portray Oklahoma Territory as a virile, eligible bachelor read to make an honest woman of (Ms.) 
Indian Territory.
411
   
 Numerous cover pages of Sturm’s Statehood Magazine captured this trope, and Sturm’s 
openly advocated single statehood (both territories entering the U.S. as a single state). Unlike 
many of the other covers, where Miss Indian Territory and Mr. Oklahoma Territory look like 
young lovers, the October 1905 cover depicts a disinterested Miss Indian Territory shrugging off 
the cowboy’s advances and asking Uncle Sam “Do you think I want to be tied to that?”—a 
statement of dissatisfaction that stands in stark contrast to the cartoons and captions in the 
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background of the scene that expound on the wealth and fertility of the territories. One can read 
this image as a sarcastic comment on the resistance by Native leaders in Indian Territory to 
joining Oklahoma in single statehood or as an earnest portrayal of prevailing sentiments in 
Indian Territory (see fig. 8). The cartoon was published in October of 1905 during the height of 
State of Sequoyah movement organizing, and possibly speaks to the increasing popularity of 
anti-single statehood or pro-Sequoyah sentiments. A sense that Sequoyah was a contentious 
point of discussion and the impression that readers wanted to hear about the statehood 
proceedings are affirmed by the inclusion of the magazine’s second article, “The Muskogee 
Constitutional Convention,” an account of the State of Sequoyah proceedings thus far. While the 
article offers some skepticism at the feasibility of obtaining separate statehood, considering its 
own political leanings, it offers a surprisingly unbiased and favorable account of the 
movement.
412
 The coupling of the image and the article belies strong support of Sequoyah 
statehood amongst Sturm’s readers, but more likely Sturm knew that coverage of the convention 
would draw readers or would show an interest or a sense of obligation in representing the 
multiple proposals at play in lobbying for the shape the state(s) would take.  
 This same issue includes a regular feature of the publication, the “Indian Department” 
edited by Ora Eddleman Reed.
413
 In this second issue of Sturm’s, Eddleman Reed outlines what 
she sees as the goal of the “Indian Department.” She claims the column is the first of its kind and 
that “it is fitting that a magazine published in the Indian Territory should be the first to establish 
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it.”414 She also privileges a Five Tribes-centric perspective, saying the culture, folklore, and 
opinions of the Five Tribes will be represented in the column. While the Cherokee, Chickasaw, 
Choctaw, Muscogee (Creek), and Seminole were not the only Native nations in the territory, as 
explained in Chapter 3, they held the greatest political and economic power. Of interest in 
Eddleman Reed’s manifesto is her assertion of the column as a Native space:  
The writers need not necessarily be of Indian blood, although the Indians 
themselves should feel this department is theirs, and they are especially invited to 
contribute to its pages […] First of all, the department belongs to the Indians, and 
to any others who feel an interest in the study which is here undertaken. That this 
will be ‘the voice of the Indians’—an expression of their beliefs, ideas, and 
opinions of the day—is the desire of the editor.415  
 
Within the pages of a “white” magazine, Eddleman Reed asserts a Native space that argues for 
an autonomous Native voice. While white writers and readers are invited to participate, she 
privileges “the voice of the Indians.” “The Object of the Indian Department” is coupled with a 
picture of Creek poet Alex Posey on its left, with the caption “ALEX POSEY, A BRILLIANT 
INDIAN WRITER.” The image of the poet/newspaper editor/fiction writer standing confident in 
profile with one arm in his pocket, is coupled with a caption that reinforces a sense of the column 
as a space of Native artistic expression.
416
  
 Following the opening remarks on the right side of the first page and Posey’s portrait on 
the left, a handful of literary pieces and essays follow: “Three Indian Writers of Prominence” by 
Eddleman Reed herself, “Early Creek History” by a J.R. Gregory, “A Creek Indian Fable” by 
Charles Gibson, followed by Posey’s “Fus Fixico’s Letter,” and then the Department’s selections 
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end with a page of poems by Indian writers.
417
 Eddleman Reed’s pairing of her “Object,” the 
Posey portrait, and her short essay introducing Creek writers of “prominence” spatially construct 
an argument about Native authors and literature. The first two paragraphs in her article “Three 
Indian Writers of Prominence” about Creek writers does not reference literature at all. It 
discusses the economic, political, and educational success of Creeks in the Territory, which she 
says rivals that of whites, and she assures readers that “beyond doubt the Indian will hold his 
own and be a leader of affairs in his own state.”418 Eddleman Reed does not clarify which state 
she is referring to, but the Fus Fixico letter she includes from Posey offers an account of the 
Sequoyah Statehood convention. In concert, these pieces seem as interested in advocating a 
particular claim to Native modernity as an assertion of the valuable cultural and political 
contributions of the Creek Nation. The literature serves as evidence to support this claim and 
does more than rest on a narrow conception of its aesthetic value.  
 The pairing of a Creek history told by a Creek-identified author, Gibson’s “fable,” and  
Posey’s satirical recounting of the State of Sequoyah convention’s proceedings meshes three 
very different genres and forms of storytelling to make the same general argument about Creek 
culture: the Muscogee (Creek) nation is a powerful cultural and political presence in the current 
moment, as evidenced, according to Eddleman Reed, by their technological and social 
advancements, and also by a rich body of Creek literature. When read together, the pieces not 
only offer Creek perspectives on events from time immemorial to the present, but the Creek 
writers also serve a particular function: they exhibit the cultural savvy and know-how that 
                                                 
417
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Eddleman Reed argues is present throughout the Five Tribes, as evidence by the sample of works 
she includes. Not only does she note that Gibson’s “writings are full of wit and humor, yet in all 
there is imbedded a tinge of pathos, with often a mixture of keen sarcasm, showing a spirit of 
never having been reconciled to some things that the Indians have endured,” but the moral of 
Gibson’s fable easily maps onto debates about statehood and  the gendered image on the cover of 
the magazine. He writes: “The lion fooling the little Indian boy and stealing his baby sister is 
what makes the Indian so revengeful.” Hedged as a fable, the story seems benign, but read in the 
context of contemporary politics it carries quite a charge.  
 Eddleman Reed’s claims to tribal strength in 1905, a moment of extreme flux, are also a 
powerful charge. The lack of specificity in her use of “state” in the “Three Writers” article 
matters little compared to her assertion of “their state” [my emphasis]. Whether the territories 
become a single state, as the editors of Sturm’s hoped, or Congress recognizes the State of 
Sequoyah, she imagines a state where Native peoples have a strong voice. 
 Eddleman Reed had been engaged in arguing for the cultural and political sophistication 
of Five Tribes peoples for some time. Prior to writing for Sturm’s she had edited Twin 
Territories and gained a reputation as the only “Indian girl” magazine editor in the country, fame 
she capitalized on in the content of her publication in order to help its economic success and 
increase readership. Ora Veralyn Eddleman Reed began publishing Twin Territories: The Indian 
Magazine out of Muskogee with her sister Myrta and brother-in law Walter Sams in 1898. She 
was the daughter of David Jones Eddleman, a Confederate veteran and former Denton, Texas 
horse ranch owner who moved his family to Muskogee in the 1890s.
419
 According to Daryl 
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Morrison, former librarian of the Western History Collections at the University of Oklahoma, the 
Reeds moved to Muskogee because Eddleman’s wife Mary, who identified as Cherokee, wanted 
to move back “with the establishment of the Dawes Commission for the final enrollment of the 
Five Civilized Tribes” since “Mary and her brothers” wanted “to fulfill the family dream of 
rejoining the Cherokees.”420 In 1897 the Eddlemans bought the Muskogee Daily Times (also 
called the Muskogee Morning Times) and shared business and editorial duties among 
themselves.
421
 By 1898 David Eddleman was known for his editorial writing for the paper, and 
Mary invested in daily telegraph reports from the Associated Press in 1898. The inclusion of 
daily external news of the Spanish-American War helped sustain readership.
422
 According to 
information Mary Eddleman gave in a 1937 interview, the family’s involvement with the paper 
hindered their ability to enroll on the Dawes list as Cherokees. She claimed that both the Dawes 
Commission and the judge who reviewed the appeal did not rule favorably because of things 
published in the daily.  
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 According to Morrison, Ora Eddleman Reed began working as a reporter for the family 
business while very young and still in school, working as “telegraph editor, […] proofreader, 
society editor, city editor, and even ‘fed the press’ on those none-too-rare occasions when the 
press man was not sober enough to be on the job.”423 In 1898 she began collaborating with her 
sister and brother-in-law to create Twin Territories.
424
 They shared editorial duties in the early 
years, and in April 1900 Eddleman Reed became the official editor and served almost constantly 
in that post until 1904.
425
 In 1902 when she was only twenty-two, she bought the magazine from 
her sister and brother-in-law, and throughout her years with the magazine, she wrote editorial 
columns and short fiction that explored territorial identity and the political tension brewing as 
U.S. involvement increased.
426
 Few of her pieces were signed with her name. Other than those 
written “by the editor,” which one can assume serves as a signature of sorts, it was known that 
she used the pseudonym “Mignon Schrieber” to pen a number of her short fiction pieces in the 
magazine.
427
 She used other pseudonyms as well, but it is far less clear which other names and 
pieces can be attributed to her.
428
 
 The first issue was published December 1898, and the magazine continued monthly 
publication over the next five years. The format and columns changed frequently throughout 
                                                 
423
 Ibid., 142. 
 
424
 Morrison says that “most sources cite Ora as conceiving the idea of the magazine, but Ora claimed the Smiths as 
originators.” Ibid., 143. 
 
425
 Ibid., 143–145. The section on Twin Territories in Oklahoma Imprints offers a good discussion of the history of 
the magazine when it switched ownership. See Foreman, Oklahoma Imprints, 1835-1907, 237–239. 
 
426
 Reed, Up to Now..., 10. 
 
427
 Morrison, “Twin Territories,” 143. 
 
428
 Because it is difficult to determine which pieces she writes, I tread cautiously in how I reference these. While I 
see all of the writings in the magazine as part of an assemblage constructed by Eddleman Reed, I only offer up for 
close reading or critique those pieces that I know she wrote.  
212 
 
Eddleman Reed’s tenure, but the overall tone of the magazine remained fairly consistent.  Twin 
Territories posited itself as the first of its kind in either of the territories and aspired to be a 
highbrow publication that demonstrated the sophistication, wealth, and education of the region’s 
inhabitants—to both territorial and non-territorial readers. The magazines included many 
photographs and engravings, as well as “departments devoted respectively to educational 
interests, religion, the farm and the ranch, fashion, fiction, children, Territorial men and women 
of note, and a dozen others of equal interest.”429 While the magazine framed itself as a 
publication written for, by, and about people of the territories, it also had ambitions for a wider 
audience. This was indicated through the use of rhetoric and tone that praised the many talents 
and advantages of territorial citizens. The performative act of addressing a local audience to 
launch praise of the region’s advances and to have an entire magazine dedicated to territorial 
readership meant that there was a perceived need and interest for such a publication not only for 
individuals in the territory, but also for others outside of it.     
 Throughout its tenure Twin Territories was a prominent journalistic voice advocating for 
tribal rights and the autonomy of Native nations. The magazine’s ability to speak to a multi-
layered agenda—informing citizens in the territories about territorial issues and challenging 
prevailing settler colonial perceptions of Native people—allowed the periodical to operate on 
multiple registers simultaneously. In this chapter, I make three major claims about the magazine 
more generally and about Eddleman Reed’s short fiction more specifically. First, the magazine 
posited itself as an advocate for the civic and domestic merits of Indian Territory, challenging 
prevailing anti-Native assumptions that the territories (and Indian Territory in particular) 
functioned as regressive states of disorder and criminality. Second, the magazine appealed to a 
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multivalent audience—encompassing territorial, extraterritorial, Native and non-Native 
peoples—while also making claims that reaffirmed existing communal and tribal networks and 
directly addressed non-Native readers living inside and outside the territories. And third, 
Eddleman Reed’s territorially-based fiction can be read allegorically, both in her private life and 
in her political and cultural work. As I will argue, her fiction employs what I term “territorial 
sentimentalism,” or the affirmation of Native territorial space as one of legitimate, generative 
domesticity.     
 While the magazine frames itself as a publication for both territories, it was also a 
publication that invested in promoting Native voices and advocating on behalf of what its editors 
felt were the interests of Indian Territory. Although published years before the 1905 statehood 
debates began, the February 1899 issue (the second issue published) used the editorial column to 
discuss what it terms “double statehood,” later called “single statehood” or “joint statehood.” 
The column inverted the logic of a civilized-savage dyad by claiming single statehood would not 
only require Indian Territory to take on the debts of Oklahoma, but also that settlers in Oklahoma 
were not as advanced or economically successful as the residents of Indian Territory: “Oklahoma 
is a new country; her people, for the most part, came to that region as homeseekers, and in many 
instances without a dollar; and, instead of ‘taking things easy,’ and learning to crawl before they 
walked, they undertook the latter job first.”430 The editorial goes on to say that “TWIN 
TERRITORIES is published for Oklahoma as well as the Indian Territory but it is first, last and 
all the time opposed to double statehood, because it is not justice to saddle the debts of one 
country or one person on the back of another, when only one country or one individual has been 
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the beneficiary. Is it?”431 This political position runs throughout the magazine’s issues leading up 
to the 1905 statehood debates, albeit not always in such explicit terms. The publication self-
consciously advocates for the economic stability and cultural success of Indian Territory. How 
such success is understood is somewhat less consistent. Politically-charged editorials denouncing 
white encroachment sit alongside columns that seemingly poke fun at the stereotyped traditional 
“fullblood” or pieces advocating what might appear to be assimilationist calls to the value and 
benefit of knowing Christanized, western ways.
432
       
 This contradictory framing positions Twin Territories as a substantive archive of Native 
print during the Allotment era in the years before statehood, representing the mess that defined 
those years for Native people. Allotment was an unquestionably traumatic experience that 
forcibly changed tribal, personal, and intertribal relations through a new emphasis on phenotypic 
features, blood quantum, and other forms of racialist categorization.
433
 This created a crisis in 
identity that Twin Territories speaks to. It posits a stability of space and personhood during a 
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moment of extreme flux. However, the narratives it tells are often contradictory ones that 
challenge an assimilationist-nationalist dialectic.  
 
What the Curious Should Know 
Despite the magazine’s contemporary influence, only a handful of scholars have delved 
into the cultural importance of Twin Territories, perhaps because no known complete copy 
exists.
434
 The lack of academic response to Eddleman Reed’s work, however, can also be 
attributed to the difficulty in synthesizing her views about the future of the territories, Native 
identity, and assimilation. Alexia Kosmider’s work on Eddleman Reed highlights the complex 
ways in which that this self-identified Cherokee woman writes to inform and entertain citizens of 
the territories while also challenging an Eastern white audience’s misconceptions of Native 
identity. Kosmider’s discussion of the column “What the Curious Want to Know” argues that 
Eddleman Reed’s sharp tongue and scathing responses to Eastern anxieties about territorial 
savagery, “unprecedented by any other Indian writer, […] (re)appropriates the language of the 
colonizer” by positing Oklahoma and Indian territories as civilized and the East as savage.435  
The column “What the Curious Want to Know” began its run in 1901, about two years 
after the publication’s conception, and became one of the magazine’s most popular running 
pieces. It was presented as a space for the editor to respond to practical questions and concerns 
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sent in by readers—both in the territories and in the East, a common moniker used in the 
periodicals for the U.S. proper. The column also served, however, as a way to reply to Eastern 
readers’ more ignorant questions by attacking their bigotry and prejudice about Native people 
and the territories.   
 Eddleman Reed writes that her column will “cheerfully answer questions concerning 
Indian Territory and Oklahoma” because, according to her, “letters are received every month 
from people throughout the United States, who wish to know about the conditions prevailing 
here.”436 Despite the warm invitation in the column’s opening paragraph, some of Eddleman 
Reed’s responses to readers’ questions are not only biting, they also openly critique stereotypes 
and assumptions about Native people in the territories. While the initial question itself is not 
included, Eddleman Reed’s February 1902 response to “Steady” from “Hagerstown, Md.” is 
tepid at best: “So you, too, are willing to sacrifice yourself for a ‘squaw,’ provided she’s not too 
ugly, and has land? I’ve no patience with your kind. Educate yourself.”437 Three months later 
Eddleman Reed offers a similar response, but goes into greater detail expounding the virtues of 
Native women. To “Paddy, Arlington, N.Y.,” she writes:  
The Indian girls of Indian Territory, or “squaw girl,” as you will persist in calling 
them, do not have to advertise for husbands. Such questions as yours are really 
getting tiresome. There is no excuse for your not knowing that the Indian girls of 
the civilized tribes are just as modest, cultured and womanly as their white sisters, 
and would not think of advertising for husbands. They don’t have to do that. 
Many of them have married white men, and many more will perhaps do so, but as 
far as chances of marriage are concerned, they aren’t compelled to advertise for 
them. I’m afraid I can’t give you much encouragement, for I do not know of any 
Indian girl who “wants to secure for a husband one who is capable of taking care 
of her allotment to her advantage as well as his own, being a good farmer.”438 
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In this response, Eddleman Reed describes Native women (of the Five Tribes) as equal to white 
women in their modesty and culture. In the last line she asserts that young Native women are 
fully knowledgeable of male interests in their lands, but are not only unwilling to concede—their 
virtues mean they are desirable enough mates that they do not have to concede unless they 
choose to do so. 
 Most of her responses were about more pragmatic or factual questions: what is the Dawes 
Commission, the location of a particular church, the quality of schools, etc. but these longer 
responses to questions about the eligibility of young “squaws” offer a politically-charged rebuttal 
to the perception of women in the territory and the gendering of the territory itself by those living 
in the U.S. proper. Almost all of the write-ins Eddleman Reed responds to have addresses outside 
either territory, many of them from the “East.” This column appears to be a space in the 
magazine that not only acknowledges the reception of the publication outside the territories, but 
also shows that Eddleman Reed was aware of the need to frame the territories in a particular way 
to shape larger public opinion and challenge prevailing misconceptions. In her responses to 
questions that posit Indian Territory women as “squaws” wanting to find white husbands, her 
common response is one of educator or teacher, placing her Eastern readers in the role of 
students. This rhetorical move self-consciously challenges the civil-savage dialectic.  
 At the same time, she does not completely resist the notion of interracial marriage or the 
possibility of having Native women marry white men. Instead, her response to “Paddy” describes 
Native women as desirable and attractive, but aware of their positionality and able to play to 
their own best interests. Unlike a magazine, these women do not have to “advertise” themselves 
and have many suitors to choose from; they are the equals of white middle class women. As 
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literary scholar Alexia Kosmider notes of Eddleman Reed, “in a sense she subverts the language 
of postcolonial domination as she declares Indian Territory as the hub, with outposts extending 
from its central location. Her reinterpretation interrogates the dominant culture’s perceptions of 
Indian Territory, subjugating the East to a marginalized and thus secondary position.”439 
 This emphasis on the virtue, intelligence, and agency of Native women in the territories 
runs throughout the five years of her time with the magazine. Features like the long-running 
column “Types of Indian Girls,” a column with pictures and brief biographies of married and 
unmarried young Native women, depicts them in both traditional and Victorian clothing.
440
 
While Kosmider argues that the column “interrogates existing assumptions about Indian women 
as ‘savage’ or ‘barbaric’ by presenting a new way of seeing Indians,” in which “Indians turned 
the camera on themselves to be photographed” when “certainly there is no precedence for this 
form of visual representation of Indian people at this time in history,” I read the column as 
functioning on multiple scales—not only that of the Native woman’s body, but also that of the 
Native body politic.
441
  
Kosmider’s reading posits the audience for the magazine as almost exclusively white, 
even if it is a territorial white audience. Whatever the actual audience, there is nonetheless a 
strong indication when we read Twin Territories that it was deeply invested in promoting Native 
materials for an audience that is at least partially comprised of Native readers. In concert with the 
rest of the publication, the column serves to advocate not only for the “civility” of Native 
individuals in the territories, but for Native nations as a whole. The short fiction Eddleman Reed 
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pens under the name “Mignon Schrieber” reinforces a positive racialized gendering of Indian 
Territory as a young woman who invoked the caricature of Indian Territory as a woman. The 
serial and short fiction assert Eddleman Reed’s political agenda—the fight against statehood and 
against further U.S. interference in the affairs of Indian Territory nations.
442
 It should be 
remembered that she served as an editor in a “man’s world,” becoming the first woman and one 
of the youngest members of the Indian Territory Press association in 1900. Throughout her work 
she establishes a brand of sentimentalism that utilizes the domestic sphere and courtship to 
endorse a political policy intended to mend larger fissures between the twin territories 
themselves and between the territories and the United States. Her heroines, as representations of 
territorial identity, resignify sentimental tropes to authenticate a Native territorial domestic 
space. 
 I would further argue that her serial and short fiction offer important insights into at least 
one of the magazine’s agendas. Kosmider, Daniel Littlefield and James Parins, who have all 
written about Eddleman Reed, mention her short fiction, but only on a cursory level, noting its 
saccharine stock plots and sentimental bent. However, because the stories attempt to link the 
genre of sentimental fiction with territorial identity, they shed light on the ways that Eddleman 
Reed articulates a sense of territorial self—both overtly and covertly. By using sentimental 
fiction, she connects territorial subjectivity to popular, consumable literary expression to trouble 
the myths about savagery that led to devastating social and political changes in Indian Territory.  
In particular, the serial and short fiction from the first two years of the magazine, including “A 
Pair of Moccasins,” “Aunt Mary’s Christmas Dinner,” “Lizonka, a Creek Girl,” and “Only an 
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Indian Girl,” assert a consistent political agenda—the fight against further U.S. interference into 
the affairs of Indian Territory nations and an insistence on the productivity and domestic merit of 
the territories. These four stories were published just a few years before Eddleman Reed met her 
husband, Charles LeRoy Reed, in 1903, and the fate of the heroines uncannily echoes the 
storyline of her own biography. The stories follow much the same plot: an Eastern tenderfoot 
visits Indian Territory for the first time, or a Native girl leaves the territory. There is some 
deception or confusion of identity, a twinning of the self, but in the end the Eastern man woos 
the Native woman and the two are wed. Almost always, the woman is intelligent, ambitious, and 
an aspiring career woman (often a newspaper or magazine writer), and her young Eastern beau 
helps her to better her professional interests. 
This fiction establishes a territorial sentimentalism that utilizes the domestic sphere and 
courtship to endorse a political policy intended to mend larger fissures between Indian Territory 
and the U.S. Through the sentimentalism of her writing, Eddleman Reed repurposes the already 
territorializing genre of sentimental fiction to argue for the generative value of territorial 
domestic spaces and Native femininity. Her female heroines, as representations of territorial 
identity, resignify sentimental tropes to authenticate a territorial domestic space. Because the 
basic plotline stays (at times painfully) consistent, Eddleman Reed’s emphasis on the success of 
these cross-cultural, pantribal (or transnational) relationships seems to indicate, in much the same 
way as her more flagrant editorials, the policy she advocates for in the territories—a marital one 
as symbolic as it is trite and sentimental. It not only depicts the union between two characters but 
also reflects a larger civic relationship between the U.S. and Indian Territory that posits a 
“separate spheres” policy.  
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Claiming Cultural Territory 
Eddleman Reed’s work struggles with a problem that many Native women writers of the 
era faced: how to manipulate a genre that had historically been embedded with racist, anti-Indian 
rhetoric. As Laura Wexler argues, the progress and idealism envisioned by many middle-class 
white women writers working within the sentimental genre was built in contrast to those Native 
women, working class women, and women of color who did not have access to the middle-class 
domestic sphere. Furthermore, the pursuit of this ideal was one of the strongest rhetorical 
strategies used to fuel the implementation of education reform, often in the form of boarding 
schools and Christianization of Native people.
443
 
If we understand sentimental fiction in this way, it becomes a tool that is both progressive 
and oppressive, a twin territory for a writer like Eddleman Reed. By working within the genre, 
she subverts its racist undertones to promote a different notion of domesticity that opens up a 
space for Native women as agents and not simply “human scenery before which the melodrama 
of middle class redemption could be enacted.”444 In other words, while mainstream sentimental 
fiction depicted Native American women’s “savagery” as the foil to middle class white women’s 
civility, Eddleman Reed’s work not only troubles but often reverses the dichotomy, asserting the 
notion that the sociopolitical practices of Native peoples and communities in Indian Territory 
work to the benefit of the United States as much as they do to their own residents. Perhaps 
because of her own mixed heritage or because she was writing to vacillating scales of 
readership—territorial and “Eastern”—Eddleman Reed resists a message that is clearly anti-
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Indian or anti-assimilationist. Instead, her sentimental fiction asserts the value of maintaining 
Indian Territory as a frontier space separate from the U.S., but a space that is also willing to 
integrate some aspects of settler colonial culture. It should also be noted that Eddleman Reed’s 
use of the sentimental in her writing narrates the U.S.-territorial relationship as deeply 
heteronormative. 
However, Eddleman Reed’s work is also deeply entrenched in a logic of race and blood 
quantum. She often stages dyads between “civilized” and “savage,” or “white” and “Indian,” that 
she inverts more than she breaks. While much contemporary Native American and Indigenous 
studies scholarship has demonstrated a clear need to move away from blood quantum thinking, 
illuminating how such logics reproduce a privileging of U.S. racial constructs over Native 
understandings of sovereignty, autonomy, and culture, this dialectic runs throughout Eddleman 
Reed’s work. Nonetheless, she uses these frameworks for concrete political gain: to identify 
Indian Territory as Indian and not white in order to display its significance as place. This is, 
perhaps, further problematized by depictions of blackness in the magazine. While Eddleman 
Reed challenges her readers to think about indigeneity in nuanced ways, the magazine repeatedly 
includes derogatory depictions of African Americans that perpetuate racist assumptions about 
blackness.  
 In “A Pair of Moccasins” (1899) Eddleman Reed plays on the relationship between 
boarding school, educational reform, and sentimentalism. A young brother, Timber, and his 
sister, Chinka, are separated when missionaries come to take the girl to school. Before Chinka 
leaves, their grandmother gives each child one of her moccasins. She tells the children that they 
must each keep their moccasin to remind them of one another and perhaps one day to help 
Timber and Chinka reunite. On Chinka’s trip there is an accident. As a result, she loses her shoe 
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and becomes separated from the missionaries. She is found by the kind Mr. Huntington, who 
takes her under his care and sends her to a boarding school. There she changes her name to 
Eloise and becomes “civilized.”  By the end of the story she and her brother reunite, she marries 
Mr. Huntington’s son Donald, and Timber is sent to Carlisle boarding school to become 
“civilized” as well.         
 A cursory reading would seem to indicate that Eddleman Reed’s use of education and 
civility as vehicles by which Timber and Chinka move into the settler middle-class social sphere 
reinforces popular racist sentiments about culturally indoctrinating Native peoples. However, her 
discussion of education is also closely linked to Cherokee strategies of resistance and self-
determination. The Western Band Cherokee Nation (the nation located in Indian Territory) was 
not indefatigably opposed to education reform for its youth. In fact, the Cherokee Female 
Seminary in Tahlequah emulated white women’s colleges and provided a model of training that 
required no reinforcement of traditional life and customs.
445
 Some Cherokees saw school 
education as a way by which to comply with U.S. governmental demands for advancement and 
acculturation and to ensure the success and prosperity of the tribe, interpreting acculturation as 
survival. This belief is expressed throughout Twin Territories in columns discussing the various 
educational institutes in Indian Territory and their benefits, perhaps because Eddleman Reed 
herself had attended one of these schools, Henry Kendall College in Tahlequah.
446
  
When Chinka’s friend Agnes tells Chinka that she does not care that she is “part Indian,” 
Chinka replies: “Everyone does not take the same view as you, Agnes. […] If I were not learning 
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so much I would leave this place to-day—at once. But it would be no better anywhere else.”447 
While Chinka does change her name and acculturates into white society, she does not forget her 
past. Though she has not gone home or reunited with her brother for years, she speaks “her 
mother tongue” upon seeing him at the end of the narrative and visits “their old haunts and the 
forest so familiar to both.”448 She has learned how to navigate settler society, but can as easily 
switch back to her Native life. In this way, we can understand Chinka’s settler education as 
giving her the tools to enter white middle-class society as an agent but not as complete convert.  
While white sentimental fiction often saw education reform as a way to encourage 
assimilation and weaken the power of tribal agency, for Eddleman Reed’s heroines education 
also has the potential to do something quite different. Her work strategically promotes a dialogue 
between settler colonial educational systems and tribal methods, similar to Cherokee techniques 
of diplomacy and survival. While she takes on the name Eloise and marries a white man, thus 
calling forth a cross-cultural self, the last lines of the story emphasize her continued connection 
to her Native identity: “But always there existed between himself [Timber] and herself [Chinka] 
a bond unbreakable. And Eloise’s children cherish an old, torn pair of moccasins—and often 
clamor for this story.”449 The moccasins and the story they carry continue to serve as a cultural 
reminder for her children.  Perpetuating an understanding of themselves as twinned subjects, the 
children are linked to a traditional indigenous subjectivity, both in keeping the moccasins and in 
the continued oration about their travels.  
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Eddleman Reed’s narrative potentially serves as a model for how territorial women can 
navigate the increasing influence of U.S. settler society and culture, while staying true to Native 
values and roles. She strategically identifies Chinka as an “Indian girl” throughout the story but 
never reveals her specific tribal ties. Chinka becomes a pan-Indian figure of sorts whose 
symbolic importance as a Native woman struggling to negotiate through white society matters 
more than her actual tribal affiliation and culture. While Eddleman Reed’s incentive for 
endorsing such strategic educational practices may stem from the Cherokee Nation and her own 
identity as a Cherokee woman, her assertion that Native people can utilize the white education 
system for the benefit of tribal sovereignty provides a pan-Indian template for all Native people. 
She works to provide the Cherokee balance between acculturation and tradition as a blueprint for 
all tribes to strategically navigate political dialogues with settler colonial society.
450
 
In addition, Eddleman Reed endorses a sense of sisterhood between Native women and 
white women. Mr. Huntington’s daughter Veda, for instance, attends school with Chinka, and 
while the two are close friends by the end of the story, the young, wealthy Veda must overcome 
her prejudice against “only an Indian girl” when she is forced to play the role of Chinka’s maid 
in the school play.
451
 Veda refuses to appear lower in class to an Indian girl, even in a theatrical 
performance, until she realizes the economic debt she owes to Chinka. Her brother Donald 
reveals to her that Chinka gave their father a loan from her “lands and money” when he was 
facing financial ruin.
452
 We learn that Veda “couldn’t be in school right now” if it were not for 
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the loan, and the family name would have been tarnished.
453
 Ironically, Veda must come to 
acknowledge the bond she has unknowingly formed—Chinka’s lands have ensured her 
continued status as a proper, middle class white woman. The exchange of capital for status and 
social power not only illuminates the unspoken relationship these two particular women share, 
but also the relationship between white and Native audiences: the taking of tribal lands was 
intrinsically connected to the continued economic gain of U.S. citizens. The strong friendship 
Veda and Chinka establish after Veda acknowledges her debt to Chinka speaks to a larger 
alliance—one that territorial women and white Eastern women can share.  
While Chinka uses her education and power to better both societies, endorsing the 
benefits of a strong cross-cultural, feminine alliance, “Aunt Mary’s Christmas Dinner” (1899) 
subtly questions the ways acculturation can be translated. Specifically, the story argues that 
acculturation can allow for “passing” in white society, especially for those who can 
phenotypically do so. In the story, Aunt Mary gets a letter from James Jenkins, her “father’s 
cousin” who had moved to Indian Territory and married a Cherokee woman.454 She and her 
nephews receive a letter informing them of Jenkins’ death and his wish that his daughter would 
be sent to Aunt Mary’s. After reading the letters, the aunt and nephews have a good laugh 
ruminating over the ways they will civilize this young girl from Tahlequah. The girl, Nannie 
Jenkins, is to arrive sometime around Christmas, so as the holidays approach Aunt Mary and the 
nephews begin to prepare. When the girl actually arrives Aunt Mary mistakes her for the new 
cook. When Nannie enters the house she decides to go along with the error and play a joke on 
Aunt Mary by passing as the cook. Eventually,  she reveals herself and Aunt Mary and the 
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nephews claim to have never suspected because she seemed totally unlike the young girl in “a 
little red shawl and bucksin moccasins” they had anticipated.455 Unlike Chinka the fullblooded, 
“dark Indian girl,” Nannie’s racially ambiguous features trouble how she is read phenotypically 
in the story. She first appears as “a stunning looking cook” who looks more like “one of [Aunt 
Mary’s] acquaintances than a house-maid.”456 While Aunt Mary and her nephews are deep in 
discussion about what an Indian will look like, they cannot recognize one when she knocks on 
the door.    
Amy Kaplan asserts that sentimental fiction is “related to the imperial project of 
civilizing, and the conditions of domesticity often become markers that distinguish civilization 
from savagery,” exhibiting a kind of “manifest domesticity.”457 White settler women’s national 
responsibilities are twofold: (1) to ensure the stability of the family and private sphere and (2) to 
serve as an agent of imperialism by bringing their domestic knowledge to foreign lands in order 
to stabilize and colonize. These objectives can be read in the impetus to “explore the breakdown 
of the boundaries between internal and external spaces, between the domestic and the foreign, as 
they struggle to renegotiate them.”458 Native nations in Indian Territory and Oklahoma Territory 
inhabited a peculiar space within imperialist discourse because the U.S. understood them as both 
domestic and foreign. As such, Nannie becomes a figure that challenges the line between the two 
and moves freely between them, “passing” when necessary. Eddleman Reed plays on this 
anxiety by making Nannie’s “foreignness” un-readable. As a woman of mixed descent, Nannie is 
both inside and outside, the domestic and the foreign; she lives between two territories and can 
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vacillate back and forth. Her whiteness privileges her to the “capacity for domesticity” that was 
often understood as an “innate defining characteristic of the Anglo-Saxon race” in sentimental 
fiction.
459
 Consequently, her “Cherokeeness” connects her to a “liminal realm between the 
national and the foreign, as it placed the foreign inside the geographic boundaries of the 
nation.”460 What initially makes her passing so believable is her ability to perform many of the 
signature features of a proper settler woman. She speaks English, cooks, and understands how to 
keep a proper home (so well, in fact, that Aunt Mary feels her abilities are “out of ordinary”); she 
offers a portrait of true domestic womanhood as convincing as that performed by the white 
woman herself.
461
 Nannie does all this after entering Aunt Mary’s house, a literal invasion into 
the domestic by the foreign.      
Ironically, Nannie’s invasion of the domestic repairs the civic/public sphere (often read 
“male”) in addition to troubling it. When she hears Frank, one of the nephews, tell his aunt he 
has reached financial ruin, she reveals her true identity in order to offer Frank the money he 
needs because she has “money enough to keep me always” as a result of her “Cherokee 
claim.”462 Nannie’s foreign status, marked as “authentic” by her inclusion on the Dawes rolls 
enables her to become an agent of change in the home and offer Aunt Mary’s family money from 
her allotment. The Curtis Act, organized by the Dawes commission, was meant to identify 
Cherokee tribal members, taking the “official” tribal rolls to determine who was a legitimate 
citizen of the Cherokee nation and, in turn, be allotted land. Despite her “foreignness,” the other 
nephew Joe expresses romantic interest in her. While we never learn what she and Joe discuss in 
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the kitchen as they prepare for Christmas dinner, they emerge “both blushing and laughing” as 
Joe tells Aunt Mary that “we’ll keep her in the family!”463 Joe has commented on Nannie’s 
beauty earlier in the story, but it is not until she rescues the family’s economic interests that she 
becomes a potential mate. She embodies the alluring attributes of a proper woman, but also 
offers the income from her allotment lands—making her a valuable asset. In addition, as Joe’s 
wife, Nannie can enter the domestic realm of the middle class, her civility verified by his white, 
patriarchal approval.  
Joe’s interest in Nannie, the Native woman, was a common trope in Indian Territory at 
the time, as discussed by Eddleman Reed in some of her “What the Curious Want to Know” 
editorials. As women began to accrue land after allotment, many white men were interested in 
marriage because of the land they could obtain as husbands. Under U.S. coverture laws, which 
came into effect for most tribes after allotment, a wife’s husband obtained access to her property 
and investments. Because of Eddleman Reed’s strong understanding of the ways that tribal 
women were exploited for their allotments, it seems contradictory to assume that the story of 
Nannie is meant to reinforce the benefits of appropriating territorial women’s natural resources. 
While some white women writers express a fear about containing and controlling the domestic, 
Eddleman Reed’s writings display unease about the reverse as well. As Native women 
acculturate and integrate into white society, how can they navigate multiple spheres, or 
territories? While a story like “Aunt Mary’s Christmas Dinner” shows Nannie with a sense of 
agency at the beginning, it ends with a potential marriage and the loss of her land to a set of 
white brothers. What some might read as agency, therefore, others might read as colonization.   
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Chinka and Nannie’s ability to enter the settler colonial home without conflict alleviates 
white women’s fears that allowing the “foreign” into the domestic space would threaten to 
dismantle its values. At the same time, Eddleman Reed offers Native women a guide for cultural 
survivance in the face of the increasing influx of white interest and influence in Indian Territory. 
This is not to say that Eddleman Reed’s stories offer a clean outline for cross-cultural relations. 
Her plots appear to emphasize the ability of inter-racial marriage to dilute the colonial desires of 
white men. Such moves, however, validate many of the values of white domestic rhetoric, elide 
the power structure inherent in these interactions, and neglect a long history of conquest via 
wedlock. The trope of mixedbloodedness is difficult to ignore in much of Eddleman Reed’s 
fiction and problematically posits particular kinds of Nativeness more positively than others. 
However, this emphasis on blood and phenotypic reading of identity speak to the cultural 
moment she writes about in her fiction. While her pieces advocate for Indian Territory as a 
sustainable, domestic space under its current rule, she also invokes the racialist logic that 
accompanied threats to the political status quo of the space.   
 
Alloting Marriage 
Unlike “A Pair of Moccasins” and “Aunt Mary’s Christmas Dinner,” “Lizonka, a Creek 
Girl” and “Only an Indian Girl” are both set in Indian Territory—situating the territory as the 
domestic locus at the center of the stories. While “A Pair of Moccasins” and “Aunt Mary’s 
Christmas Dinner” emphasize Native women’s ability to enter the white settler home, “Lizonka” 
and “Only an Indian Girl” reinforce the self-sufficiency and value of the territorial home. The 
heroines in these stories are the agents of change, offering a domestic frontier home that 
encourages a heightened sense of civility and chivalry in the white men who travel to the 
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territory. As such, these stories emphasize the territorial domestic space as one that allows Native 
women to maintain tribal ties and indigenous values, while also reinforcing white domestic 
values.  
In “Lizonka, a Creek Girl” (1899) Lizonka is a free-spirited tomboy raised by ranchers 
who lease her father’s land. She meets Loren Hurst, Jr., the son of a “well-known Texas 
cattleman,” who has come to Indian Territory to lease from her father, and almost from the start 
a mutual attraction begins to bloom.
464
 After a series of bizarre events, which include the death 
of Lizonka’s father, she is sent to Carlisle boarding school. When Lizonka returns from Carlisle 
she is a “tall, graceful young girl of twenty,” who has become both refined and “civilized.”465 
She is happy to see the ranchmen and return home, because of her “love of her own race and a 
deep and tender loyalty to her people.”466 She and Loren Jr. profess their love for one another, 
and she reveals that if it were not for her devotion to him, she would not have been as dedicated 
to her education at school. Shortly after her return, Loren Sr. informs Loren Jr. and Lizonka (on 
two separate occasions) that they share the same mother, eliminating any possibility for the two 
to marry. They are devastated, but eventually learn that this is in fact a lie and finally marry 
happily.  
 Aside from the serial’s twisting plotline and Dickensian web of characters, it places the 
young lovers Lizonka and Loren Jr. on the frontlines of economic and civic policy during the 
Allotment era. Prior to allotment, cattlemen had leased large swaths of tribal land for grazing and 
herding, often while moving their livestock north from Texas—Eddleman Reed’s father had 
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participated in the cattle business prior to the family’s move to Muskogee. With allotment and a 
dramatic influx of white settlement, increased farming and more fences put pressure on the cattle 
industry and on the relation between Native leaders and Texas cattleman that had previously 
been an economic boon to both parties. The leasing of land to cattlemen, however, was a 
contentious issue, and some felt that opening land to these (white) businessmen would lead to 
more rapid development of the region and shape it in ways not driven by Native interests.  
Twin Territories’ opinion on the matter was one of economics and commerce. The 
magazine argued that leasing to the cattlemen was an important economic enterprise for the 
territory. A March 1899 editorial asserts that “there isn’t the least doubt but that the cattleman 
have been a very important factor in the opening-up and development of this country, and it 
seems rather hard to shove them out in the cold so unceremoniously.”467 Two months later in 
July—the same issue that published the first section of “Lizonka”—an editorial argues that the 
problem facing Indian Territory is no longer whether to allot the land, but whether individuals 
have the capability to manage such land successfully. It seems that Twin Territories and 
Eddleman Reed’s concern was no longer if allotment should occur, but how much land should be 
allotted to individuals. By asserting that individuals will be fully capable of utilizing the land 
appropriately, she resists further government interference and the siphoning off of “un-needed” 
and excess tribal lands to white settlers.   
The complexity of this scenario is palpable as one bears witness to the obstacles the 
young lovers Lizonka and Loren Jr. face. While Loren Sr. symbolizes the “disreputable Texans” 
and “multitude of criminals” that swarmed to Indian Territory to profit off the chaos during 
allotment, Loren Jr. embodies the desirable white settler who is willing to abide by tribal policies 
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on land sharing.
468
 Loren Jr. and Lizonka’s relationship provides a model for how Native people 
could retain sovereign rights to the territory but endorse commerce with white settlers and 
cattlemen. Their relationship as Indian tomboy and Texas tenderfoot complicates Kaplan’s 
argument about a foreign-domestic dichotomy, blurring the (gendered) line between civility and 
savagery. The narrative goes out of its way to display the cruel dealings of Loren Sr. and the 
bravery of Lizonka to reinforce the purity of Loren Jr. and Lizonka’s love. While Loren Jr. may 
have access to Lizonka’s land and power after they wed, he is not only uninterested in that kind 
of power, but he is unsure of how to wield it—he moves from the home of one savvy cattleman 
(Loren Sr.) to another (Lizonka). He is willing to participate in economic exchange in the 
territory, but has no interest in changing or subverting tribal rules and policies. 
Unlike the typical heroines of sentimental fiction who aim for change in a public sphere 
to which they have indirect access, Lizonka must resist change to keep the power she already 
has. To a territorial audience, Lizonka’s fight to maintain the home—both personal and tribal—is 
political. While she marries a white man, she decides that he must settle in the territory with her, 
not vice versa: “The party tarried awhile visiting various places of interest and then returned to 
the Indian Territory, ‘which,’ Lizonka declared to her husband as they stood together in their old 
trysting places, ‘is, after all, the only place that’s really home’.”469 To a settler audience, 
however, this gesture argues for something more transgressive. By making Indian Territory the 
center of her writing, the East becomes the subjugated, the foreign that is ignorant of the richness 
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and civility of the territory.
470
 While the ideology of the domestic space may be grounded in 
settler society, Eddleman Reed argues that true domesticity can be found in Indian Territory, 
untarnished by the urban life and greed of the East. For both audiences, Eastern and territorial, 
Eddleman Reed provides a marriage between white leasers and Indian land owners that attempts 
to demonstrate the benefits to both parties. In so doing, she argues for a policy that becomes as 
much a civic partnership as a romantic union, allowing for open lines of commerce and 
intercultural communities that can thrive without subsuming Indian Territory and its Native 
nations into the U.S. proper.  
 “Only an Indian Girl” (1899-1900), published immediately after “Lizonka,” elaborates on 
the ways that territorial Native women respond to their roles as landowners and as housekeepers. 
Our heroine is Dannie, a Cherokee girl named after her father Dan Gray. Much like Lizonka, she 
falls in love with a tenderfoot sent West to “rough it awhile” as a rest cure.471 The tenderfoot, 
Lewis Morrison, is a wealthy reporter and newspaper owner who has fled to Indian Territory to 
escape city life. Almost as soon as he enters the Gray home outside Tahlequah, his preconceived 
notions about Indian people and the territory unravel. The more that he and Dannie talk, the more 
he realizes his own ignorance, and the more she teases him: “‘Are you armed, Mr. Morrison?’ 
she called out laughingly. ‘Because you know, Tahlequah’s a terrible place and you must keep a 
sharp lookout for the Indians who crave the white man’s scalp—not to mention the wild beasts 
that may attach you from the wayside. Verily, this is a wild county!’”472 During their 
conversations, Morrison recognizes Dannie’s love for writing. He encourages her to send off 
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stories for publication, but discovers her confidence had already been shaken when a piece was 
rejected by the New York Ledger. Coincidentally, this is the newspaper he both edits and owns. 
He persuades her to write back to the Ledger and, after publishing a few of her pieces, reveals his 
connections to the publication and asks her to be his co-editor and wife.   
Unlike “Lizonka,” “Only an Indian Girl” attempts to confront head-on the ways that 
Indian Territory citizens are grossly caricatured in the pages of Eastern journalism and literature, 
often depicted as lawless and savage. Eddleman Reed works to challenge the ways Native 
identity is constructed by Easterners, many of whom have never even ventured into the 
territories.  Morrison realizes the value of what Dannie has to say, that her perspective needs to 
be heard by an Eastern audience. In addition, for the very first time in his life, he is enriched by a 
sense of community and good will, according to the story. While Dannie eventually does wed 
Morrison and move out of the territory to New York, she makes numerous visits and sends 
“frequent letters” back home.473 Moreover, she keeps her maiden name, Dannie Gray, on all her 
fiction and “smiles happily as she does so,” continuing to negotiate her layered sense of self—
woman writer/wife/Cherokee.
474
 Dannie must leave the territories to articulate a territorial voice 
to an Eastern audience, but tries to stay true to her Native identity by penning under her maiden 
name. In becoming wife and co-author, she inserts a Native territorial voice into a larger Eastern 
discourse, and thus assert the merits of Indian Territory to an outside audience. 
If the territory is already “civilized” then the domestic imperial takeover described by 
Kaplan is unnecessary—tribal people can manage their own lands as successfully as white 
settlers (if not more so). Consequently, Eddleman Reed argues for the territory as a locus of true 
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domesticity for the values associated with the home—love and nurturing. As such, it becomes an 
almost hyper-domestic space, a frontier that helps Eastern white women return to an ideal 
understanding of true womanhood and Eastern men recalibrate to become good husbands and 
reinvigorated businessmen. Most importantly, however, the Indian Territory maintains its purity 
through Native control. While white emigrants can visit, lease, or marry into the territory, they 
cannot simply consume it. Otherwise, they risk the fate of Loren Sr. by tarnishing the purity of 
the territorial domestic sphere. 
 
Territorial Sentimentalism and the Domesticating Frontier  
The sentimental fiction of Twin Territories attempts to reinforce the domestic value of 
the territories, especially Indian Territory, for Native women, asserting a productive territorial 
sentimentalism in the space. Eddleman Reed’s heroines serve as the moralistic embodiment of 
how to navigate the terrain between a settler colonial world and an indigenous one. Equipped 
with the trappings of sentimental fiction, her characters argue for the necessity of maintaining 
Indian Territory identity.  Eddleman Reed challenges the assertion made by Frederick Jackson 
Turner (only a few years before Twin Territories was first published) that the frontier was 
already closed, arguing for a frontier space that continues to thrive and bring domesticity, not 
barbarity, to its frontiersmen—and women.475  
 Despite the optimism of Eddleman Reed’s politics, her assertions were not without their 
flaws. While her fiction argues for a hybrid identity that challenges codified articulations of self, 
she neglects to leave a space for Native people who have chosen not to acculturate or actively 
engage with white society. All of her heroines marry white men and perpetuate a twinned, 
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multiethnic, multicultural society. They encourage a “change with the times” attitude that teeters 
dangerously close to complete assimilation and the reinforcement of colonial hierarchies.  In the 
subplot to “Only an Indian Girl” the Cherokee Nation’s election of the “fullblood” candidate, 
describes both him and his supporters unflatteringly and narrates a resort to violence to elicit 
their desired electoral results, while the “mixedblood” candidate is described as “strong, brave 
and true—a leader among his people” by one of the most sympathetic characters in the story, 
Dannie’s father.476 Whether this is a product of insecurities about Eddleman Reed’s own lack of 
Dawes enrollment or a reinforcement of the colonial idea that the less Indian blood a person has, 
the more civilized the person, the anxiety belies the complexity of navigating a twinned racial 
and national space. 
Her work, rife with contradictions, provides a significant expression of territorial identity.  
While the methods of cultural dialogue she asserts are inexplicably troublesome for the ways 
they privilege blood quantum logic and acculturation, her re-conception of the sentimental genre 
shows a strategy of adaptation that attempts to negotiate between the two worlds, the two 
territories, of white and Indian. Eddleman Reed is willing to embrace contestation, and in doing 
so provides her readers with rich texts that explore, but do not always answer, problems of 
cultural translation, cohabitation, and oppression. Like S. Alice Callahan, Sarah Winnemucca, 
Zitkala-Sa, and other Native women writing during the Allotment period, she is a complex figure 
whose program of resistance and negotiation seems at times to fall in line with the dominant 
discourse instead of challenging it. In her quest to link civility and indigeneity as a means of 
advocating for Indian Territory’s status quo, she moves dangerously close to stereotypes of 
modernity and progress endorsed by colonialism. Nonetheless, her magazine should not be 
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underestimated. Eddleman Reed uses it to establish a sovereign, domestic space outside the U.S. 
proper, specifically highlighting the self-sufficiency of the tribes and Native people in Indian 
Territory specifically and both of the territories more generally. If Angie Debo’s assertion that 
one can better understand the modern world by exploring Oklahoma history and politics is 
accurate, Eddleman Reed’s work in Twin Territories provides a textual entrance into the 
discourse of identity that continues to influence interpretations of whiteness, Native American, 
and Oklahoma identity. 
Like her heroines, Eddleman Reed herself married a white newspaper man. In 1903 she 
met Charles LeRoy Reed, then AP writer for the Kansas City Star, who had come to Muskogee 
for work, and a year later on April 6, 1904 they were married.
477
 After wedding Charles Reed, 
Eddleman Reed sold Twin Territories, and her involvement with the magazine ended.
478
 After 
ceding her duties as editor, Eddleman Reed wrote a short-lived column for the Muskogee 
Phoenix titled “In Society’s Realm,” a society column that included poetry, information about 
the goings on of the Muskogee elite, and summaries of musical and artistic events in the area.
479
 
In September of 1905 she became editor of Sturm’s “Indian Department” and continued to run 
that column until November 1906. Her contributions to Sturm’s were primarily non-fiction, but 
through the column she continued to argue for a circulating Native presence in magazines. And 
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as the space for Native voices in political discussions waned, she continued to promote Native 
cultural space; while Sturm’s was a white-run magazine primarily geared towards a white 
middle-class audience, her column continued to insist on a visible Native presence and voice.  
 
No Muss, No Fus 
Through her four years at Twin Territories, Eddleman Reed published the work of at least 
twenty-one Native authors, making the magazine one of the most prolific publishers of Native 
writers in the era.
480
 The author published more times than any other—approximately twenty 
nine times—was Creek poet Alexander Posey.481 Like Eddleman Reed, Alex Posey was a multi-
genre writer and newspaper editor, although he initially was best known for his poetry. As 
Daniel Littlefield notes, upon his early death in 1908 at thirty-five-years-old, Posey “was the 
best-known Creek Indian in Oklahoma. Outside the state, he was better known than any except 
Chitto Harjo, leader of the Snake faction of Creeks, and Pleasant Porter, the late principal chief 
of the Creek Nation.”482 In addition to Posey’s work, the pages of Twin Territories were filled 
with the essays of Charles Gibson. Both Creek men had published extensively together in the 
weekly newspaper the Indian Journal as well, particularly when Posey was editor, and they were 
associated with one another through newspaper coverage of them as figures in the territories. By 
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1903 their pieces received prominent space in the Journal and together used humor, sarcasm, and 
wit to comment on contemporary Creek and Indian Territory politics.  
Like Eddleman Reed, Posey used the pages of the Journal to advocate for Native writers. 
Daniel Littlefield observes of Posey:                                             
Alex printed articles and comments about Gibson’s work, praising it highly. He 
also published letters and essays by George Grayson. He had nothing but praise 
for Ora V. Eddleman Reed, Cherokee editor of the Twin Territories magazine at 
Muskogee. He commented on individual issues, urged people to subscribe, and 
printed articles about Eddleman and her work. He published articles and notes 
about the literary accomplishments of other Cherokees: DeWitt Clinton Duncan 
(Too-qua-stee), linguist, poet, political essayist, and short-story writer, and 
William Eubanks, linguist and essayist.
483
  
 
In addition to promoting territorial authors, the Journal served as a space to discuss the 
Sequoyah movement and the changing politics of the territory. Littlefield argues for 
understanding Posey as a product of his historical moment, a moment of enormous change for 
the Creeks and other Native peoples in the territory more broadly. Like Littlefield, Craig 
Womack reads Posey as a complicated, sometimes contradictory figure, but one that was 
consistently Creek. He resists an impulse to mythologize Posey, or “turn him into a ‘Super-
Creek,’” but focuses his analysis of Posey’s work as nationalist.484 For Womack, this is a 
political move, as well as a literary and historical one, which gives primacy to Posey’s status as a 
Creek writer in his understanding of the man and his work. Womack is more critical of scholars 
like Kosmider, who he feels try to simplistically slot Posey into what he calls the “biculturalism” 
binary”—the notion that Posey felt caught between a Euroamerican world and a Creek world.485 
I would agree with Womack that this oversimplifies not only Posey, but also the racial and ethnic 
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dynamics of Indian Territory. Unlike Eddleman Reed, who explicitly references blood quantum 
and authenticity in her writing, Posey’s work avoids such conversations almost entirely. 
Moreover, the stronger binary that Kosmider seems to allude to is more of a political and spatial 
one than racial and cultural. Her interest is in the tensions between the U.S. and Indian Territory, 
rather than tensions between whites and Native people. However, this is also complicated by the 
autonomy of individual Native nations, as well as factions within nations, communities, and 
families. Instead of these binaries, there existed a complicated network of national, colonial, 
political, regional, and racial identities that those living in the territories embodied.  
While I find both Littlefield’s and Womack’s approaches to Posey useful and persuasive, 
there is value in also thinking about both Posey and Gibson as Indian Territory writers, in 
addition to being Creek writers, thus challenging another binary of the space—that between the 
territorial and the (Muscogee) national. This is by no means to discredit or weaken the power in 
thinking about them in tribally-specific ways. Instead, thinking about them as both or layered 
reinforces the assertion that they were invested in making pro-Creek arguments, but also 
understood that many of the threats Creeks grappled with were also experienced in similar forms 
by other nations in the territory, even when the specifics might be slightly different. Moreover, 
increased white settlement and the Curtis Act demanded coalitional work—there was greater 
power in numbers. While Posey and Gibson were active in the Muscogee Nation, and while their 
writing, like Posey’s Fus Fixico letters and Gibson’s “Rifle Shots,” often maintains a Creek 
perspective, there is no doubt that they were also writing to and aware of a larger territorial 
audience.  
Posey worked a variety of jobs that reflected the political, cultural, and social climate of 
the era, and he participated in some of the more deeply contentious and controversial projects of 
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the1890s and 1900s. He was a voice of the allotment years, statehood movements, and internal 
Creek politics through his editorship of the Indian Journal, his poetry, and the Fus Fixico letters. 
He was the son of a Tuskegee (Upper Creek) mother and a father who had been adopted into the 
Broken Arrow (Lower Creek) community. According to Posey, he did not begin speaking 
English until he was about fourteen years old. He grew up in the fairly isolated, protected world 
of his family and local community: “In memory, he passed his early childhood in a tranquil, fun-
filled realm dominated by his mother. Nancy’s was basically a Creek world, but one deeply 
touched by Anglo influence; she was a devout Christian, a charter member of the Baptist Church 
at Tuskegee.”486 At age sixteen he began attending Bacone Indian University, a Baptist school in 
Eufaula, Indian Territory. There he began to gain notoriety for his poetry and oration, as well as 
his service as a Bacone reporter for the Indian Journal.
487
 Posey went on to serve as a Tuskegee 
representative for the House of Warriors (the lower chamber of the Creek National Council) at 
twenty-two; from twenty-four to twenty-seven he served first as a Creek Nation superintendent 
of schools, then as superintendent of Eufaula boarding school, and then finally as superintendent 
of the Wetumka boarding school. At twenty-eight he stopped formally working for the Creek 
nation, and the next year he bought the Indian Journal.
488
 Two years later he left journalism and 
began working for the Dawes Commission, traveling to visit “traditional” Creeks to get them to 
sign up for their allotments. For about the last year of his life he worked in real estate and 
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returned to the Indian Journal. Throughout these many career changes, Posey was a prolific 
writer.
489
   
Like Posey’s “Ode to Sequoyah,” discussed in Chapter 3, much of his poetry often 
signaled an expansive knowledge of Western literature while also speaking to the territorial or 
the Creek. In a poem published on March 1, 1894 in the Indian Journal, Posey riffs on Hamlet’s 
famous soliloquy to comment on the allotment debates. Posey shortens the lines of the speech, 
but maintains enough of the language to make the reference obvious to anyone familiar with 
Shakespeare’s play:  
To allot, or not to allot, that is the 
Question; whether ’tis nobler in the mind to  
Suffer the country to lie in common as it is,  
Or to divide it up and give each man  
His share pro rata, and by dividing  
End this sea of troubles? To allot, divide, 
Perchance to end in statehood; 
Ah, there’s the rub!490   
 
Posey breaks up Shakespeare’s lines, changing the rhythm and emphasis. The lines seem to taper 
off, emphasizing a sense of uncertainty about the question’s answer. His refers to the original 
lines when he poses the two options—allot or maintain communal land. He yokes “lie in 
common as it is” to the line in Hamlet, “the Slings and Arrows of outrageous Fortune” and 
“divide it up and give each man/His share pro rata” with “take Arms against a Sea of troubles.” 
Readers may feel Posey’s poem seemingly asks its reader if it is better to wait passively and see 
what results from allotment or to actively comply, even if doing so could end in the death of 
Native sovereignty via statehood.  
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The poem does not offer an answer. Instead, it ends with a humorous turn to statehood. 
Additionally, his use of Hamlet, a symbol of European and U.S. culture, frames the poem in a 
typically Posey way. One could read Posey’s spoof of the play as one appropriating white culture 
(or his spoof of allotment discourse assumptions about the ignorance of Indians) to frame a 
Native question, but to do so also concedes some authority or weight to it as a cultural object. 
Instead, why not use a Muscogee-based reference? Why not a Chickasaw or Choctaw one? 
Posey’s work often walks this fine line between what might constitute a more “progressive” 
Creek attitude and what might constitute a more “traditional” one. While these are unnecessary 
categories that ignore the many political shades of gray that Creeks and other Native people of 
the Territory inhabited, Posey ruminates on this correlative throughout his work, even if he 
challenges his readers to sit comfortably in one camp or the other.   
As Littlefield and Womack both point out, Posey’s use of humor is not unique for a 
Native writer, as he frames one of the most difficult decisions Native peoples in the Territory 
would face. Posey was not an advocate of allotment until after the Curtis Act. He had been a 
staunch critic of the Dawes Commission, even in his poetry, his poem “Ye Men of Dawes” being 
perhaps one of the most explicit examples. But while he did not advocate allotment in the mid-
1890s, he began to use his writing to question the stakes of resistance.  
Later in the year 1900 Posey’s work began to appear regularly in Twin Territories, and he 
continued to publish there throughout Eddleman Reed’s career as editor. After the success of his 
“Ode to Sequoyah,” initially published in Twin Territories and discussed in the previous chapter, 
his work was picked up by newspapers like the Kansas City Star and the New York Evening Sun, 
as well as the St. Louis Republic and an offer to write something for McClure’s.491 Littlefield 
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notes that despite the attention Posey was received outside of the territory he put little effort into 
speaking to a broader audience. He declined many requests for his work, and in the same 
Philadelphia Press article where he spoke about Native poetry, he framed his work as 
geographically and culturally regional, saying “I write exclusively of the West, of the home 
scenes, and places, and fearing that my local allusions might not be appreciated elsewhere, I have 
never made any attempt to get a hearing in the East.”492 When one reads his poetry, however, it 
seems less likely that Posey felt an Eastern audience could not “get” his poetry than that he was 
not particularly interested in garnering one—although speaking in jest or with a forked tongue 
was not uncommon for Posey, making it difficult to know for sure. At the moment when Posey 
began gaining fame for his poetry, he began writing prose, specifically Creek dialect prose, 
specifically in his Fus Fixico letters.
493
 It was also at this time that he quit working for the Creek 
Nation proper and began to focus on his career as a journalist.  
Charles Gibson, about thirty years Posey’s senior, was nephew of the well-known Creek 
chief Opothleyaholo who fought against the U.S. during the First U.S.-Seminole War and then 
led a faction of Creeks with Union sentiments during the Civil War. According to Bernd Peyer, 
Gibson was largely self-educated, but received some training at the Methodist Asbury Mission 
near Eufaula and at Creek common schools. Throughout the 1880s and 1890s he worked at 
Grayson Brothers store (often advertised in the pages of the Journal and discussed in the 
previous chapter), and in 1896, a few years before he began writing prolifically in territorial 
newspapers and magazines, he opened his own store in Eufaula.
494
 For a short time during the 
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spring of 1903 Gibson ran for Principal Chief of the Creek Nation and, as his longtime friend, 
Posey used the pages of the Journal to advocate for Gibson’s election, even using the Fus Fixico 
Letters as a venue for campaigning. Less is known about the specifics of Gibson’s life, perhaps 
because he was less well-known to as far-reaching an audience as Posey, but also because he has 
not received the same level of scholarly attention. Gibson’s work is often referenced and he has 
become canonized, to the extent that such a canon exists, as an important Indian Territory writer 
and nineteenth-century Native American writer, but discussion of his essays and short fiction is 
sparse. While his work often contains a humor and irony like Posey’s, he makes temporal links 
that differ from Posey’s. His essays and fables often follow traditional models of storytelling that 
both hark back to traditional stories or Creek history, and explicitly comment on the current 
moment in Eufaula, the Creek Nation, and the larger Indian Territory.  
While Posey’s writing contains some sense of cohesion through his use of the pseudonym 
Chinnubbie Harjo and repeated characters like Hot Gun in his “Fus Fixico Letters,” Gibson’s 
pieces are often standalone vignettes. But Posey and Gibson often seem to speak to each other 
across their work. Both writers published in many of the same places, often in the same issues. 
Early in their careers they both published in Twin Territories, but the friends offered the bulk of 
their writings in the Indian Journal after Posey became editor, as in the two running columns 
they became known for: Gibson’s “Rifle Shots” and Posey’s “Fus Fixico Letters.” The columns 
began in 1901 and 1902 respectively and continued to run throughout the early years of the 
twentieth century, often appearing in the first few pages of the Journal, trading the front page 
back and forth. While their work often echoed similar views on Creek politics and Indian 
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Territory current events—albeit Gibson’s were sometimes more explicitly anti-U.S. and 
antiassimilationist—the distinctiveness of voice created a sense of dialogue between the two, 
putting further pressure on the Andersonian notion of the newspaper as an object comprised of 
distinct, divided columns. Posey and Gibson constructed a space for conversation, not only 
between each other but also by inviting their readers’ engagement. Thus, their writings 
constructed the page of the newspaper or magazine in Native ways that modeled more traditional 
forms of consensus and discussion than settler forms of governance and decision-making. For 
example, one can move from the moral listed at the end of Gibson’s “A Creek Indian Fable” in 
the October 1905 Sturm’s issue cited previously in this chapter to Posey’s “Fus Fixico Letter” 
that follows. Gibson writes: “the lion fooling the little Indian boy and stealing his baby sister is 
what makes the Indian so vengeful” and Posey’s “Letter” begins: “‘Well, so, Hotgun he say, ‘the 
Injin has spoken. Long time ago he give a war whoop and go on the warpath; this time he call a 
convention and go on record.”495 Gibson’s moral reminder that to steal from Native people 
makes them respond with action transitions nicely into Posey’s discussion of how Native people 
are responding in Indian Territory to the theft of land—through a statehood campaign and 
through politics. This back and forth was particularly active in both men’s writings in the 
Eufaula Indian Journal during the years of Posey’s editorship, with Gibson even appearing as a 
character in some of Posey’s Fus letters. 
     Gibson began writing extensively in the Journal in 1901, a year before Posey became 
editor. The year of his greatest production, 1902, ran concurrently with Posey’s overhaul of the 
publication. In a November 21, 1902 piece titled “As to Statehood” in the then-named column 
Gibson’s Rifle Shots, Gibson takes up the call for statehood by comparing it to U.S. citizenship. 
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He notes that while members of the Five Tribes are ostensibly U.S. citizens, they are not treated 
as such. According to Gibson, not only can “an Indian” not “sell his allotment,” but “any Indian 
can touch the pen, but it is no go.”496 As such, the Indian has neither physical nor written agency 
over his or her property. Gibson further connects the pen that can sign the land deed with the ink 
of the newspaper. He begins the column by commenting on the role of the press in statehood 
discussions: “most of the newspapers of the B.I.T. seem to have lots of politics on hand. Some 
want single statehood and others hunger for double statehood.”497 The column accuses 
newspapers of fueling the statehood debates and attempting to persuade readers to choose a side. 
For Gibson the debate is a moot point until Native people are “United States citizens for keeps.” 
He seems to argue that no form of statehood is good, despite its inevitability, because it will 
further erode the rights of Native people.  
 Paired with Gibson’s essay in the Journal, Fus Fixico “Letter  No. 3” discusses the recent 
jailing of Chitto Harjo and Principal Chief Porter’s stalling of Creek deeds. While Posey takes a 
different tone from Gibson’s with his strong use of dialect and characters, he takes up some of 
the same issues: the Snakes’ resistance to the Dawes Commission and also the process of 
allotment more generally. Both pieces play on the stereotype of naïve Native people, 
highlighting the hypocrisy of the allotment process. Gibson playfully writes that “all this sort of 
business is entirely new to the Five Civilized Tribes. They are rushing along so swiftly in the full 
current of progress that the majority of them have never given a single thought to the affairs of 
the white man.”498 He pokes fun at the assumption that Native people do not understand white 
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ways and are not familiar with white political practices, which southeastern tribal histories 
demonstrate to be patently false. The Five Tribes had been negotiating deeply complex and 
sophisticated treaties and engaged in political and legal proceedings with the U.S. government 
for over one hundred years. Posey’s Fus character pokes fun specifically at assumptions about 
Chief Porter, commenting that “Porter was quite trying to issue them deeds. I guess maybe so he 
was had so many deeds to sign up he as just give out of breath and quit. I think the Creek counsil 
[sic] ought to elect some white man to fix up them deeds for us anyhow. It’s too much work for 
one Injin.”499 Posey was openly critical of Porter’s practices, but in his letter he simultaneously 
critiques Porter and settler interventions in tribal affairs through his tongue-in-cheek comment 
about the Council’s decision to recruit a white official for Porter’s job. Gibson’s and Posey’s 
pieces seemingly play off each other not only through their content but also their placement on 
the page—the end of Gibson’s “As to Statehood” leads directly into the “Fus Fixico Letter” in 
the second column (see fig. 9).Their names appear nowhere on the page, leading one to believe 
that names were not necessary because readers already knew who both men were.   
Posey’s notoriety helped him give the Journal his own flare and shape the paper in ways 
that privileged local territorial space and people, offering “much space to local news items, and 
within six months he moved them to the front page.”500 “He was always happy to converse with 
Creek citizens—whether Creek or freedmen—from the most highly educated to the least 
schooled, ‘progressive’ or ‘pull back’ conservative, friends, relatives, or strangers.”501 Posey was 
a prominent figure in the Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and visitors to Eufaula sought him out. He 
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never maintained a consistent editorial column in the Indian Journal, although the Journal was 
clear that despite the corruption of the Dawes Commission, it advocated generally for a sense of 
“progress” and allotment, in many of the same ways as Twin Territories.502 Littlefield argues that 
his Fus Fixico letters served as editorials of sorts, ways for him to comment on the major 
changes facing Creeks and Indian Territory in 1902 without being overt.
503
 While the letters 
parodied stereotypes of traditional Creeks and often included Creek-specific references, Posey 
was speaking to a larger territorial audience in these essays, especially when one considers the 
letters’ circulation. They were not all published in the same territorial newspaper. Many of the 
initial publications appeared in the Indian Journal, but also the Muskogee Evening Times, 
Muskogee Daily Phoenix, the Muskogee Democrat, and the Vinita Weekly Chieftain to name a 
few. The decision to run the initial publication of these in a variety of newspapers creates a sense 
of community that stretches beyond the local to the regional/territorial. While Fus, Hotgun, and 
the rest of the characters were, as Womack points out, tribally-specific in many ways, they also 
served as cultural touchstones for a wider audience.  
In addition to initial first runs, the letters were reproduced in other newspapers in the 
area, indicating a sense of strong reader interest in Posey’s work. This also says something about 
the circulation of print in the Territory—people read a lot of newspapers. While the narrative of 
each letter is relatively self-contained, an understanding of the characters’ political affiliations 
and personalities often depended on reading multiple letters, if not all of them. If, as Womack 
argues, “Posey’s writing was empowered by the immediacy of the threat his nation was facing” 
and “his voice as an Indian journalist and well-known Creek active in national politics […] had 
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the potential to actually sway events in the Territory,” then it would make sense that circulation 
of the letters reached beyond the Indian Journal to other territorial papers. If a core objective of 
the letters was to share his opinions concerning statehood, allotment, tribal politics, and white 
settlement, then this was an effective way to reach a wider community of readers (and voters).
504
 
For example, the note below Posey’s name for “Letter No. 56” published in the Muskogee 
Phoenix indicates when it reads “written specially for Phoenix” (see Figure 4). Wide 
dissemination of the letters created a sense of inclusion, reinforcing a sense of insider status, as 
evidenced by Posey’s decision to write something specifically for a Phoenix audience. 
Publishing in multiple venues also creates a sense of excitement—where will the next letter 
appear? In this way Fus, the narrator of the letters, travels throughout the territory and creates 
connections between various newspapers as he appears within their pages.  
Fus Fixico, translated as “fearless or heartless bird” in English, was a caricature of the 
fullblood/throwback/traditionalist Creek writing newspaper editorial pieces in order to share his 
opinions on contemporary events.
505
 Moreover, the fact that the letters circulated as letters 
written by Fus for newspapers reproduced aesthetically the material practices of readers who 
consumed them. After the first dozen letters or so, Fus becomes a less prominent figure, 
becoming more like an ominiscient narrator—and conversation amongst the character Hotgun 
and his friends Tookpafka Micco, Kono Harjo, and Wolf Warrior becomes the central focus. 
They parodied the Snakes, the group of radical Creeks led by Chitto Harjo (also called Crazy 
Snake) who resisted allotment and statehood movements and refused to negotiate with the U.S. 
government, and they argued that treaty language upheld the rights of the Creek Nation to 
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maintain sovereignty over its people. When the Snakes’ demands went unheard, a faction broke 
off to form a separatist Creek government. The letters blend Creek dialect, humor, and wordplay 
to offer social and political commentary on current events. Unlike the feminized domestic Indian 
Territory of Eddleman Reed’s short fiction, Indian Territory for Hotgun and his friends is a 
masculine space (women are almost never present) of inconsistency, humor, and contradiction.
506
 
Hotgun, Tookpafka Micco, Wolf Warrior, and Kono Harjo ruminate on the current events of the 
day in a homosocial space seemingly uninterested in the domestic investments of Eddleman 
Reed’s characters. 
The letters reference U.S. government officials, President Theodore Roosevelt, and local 
and national politicians and leaders, often with play on their names. While this wordplay pokes 
fun at Creek translation of English words and phrases, it also pokes fun at the individuals 
themselves in ways that are subtle but critical. Secretary Hitchcock, head of the Department of 
the Interior and responsible for many of the “reforms” in Indian Territory, becomes “Secretary 
Itscocked”; President Roosevelt becomes “President Rooster Feathers”; Chief Pleasant Porter 
becomes “Pleas Porter.” The names are not always consistent in the letters, and their variation 
sometimes depends on the letter’s content and the current events it narrates. 
The early letters are fairly tribally-specific. They focus on Chief Porter’s delay of land 
deeds and, more generally, allotment, as well as local happenings and (with a wink) the wonders 
of “Charlie” Gibson’s “Rifle Shots” column in the Indian Journal. By the publication of “Letter  
No. 8” on January 16, 1903 in the Indian Journal, the letters begin to focus on broader issues, 
like statehood. The pressing issues of the day would dominate the letters’ dialogue through the 
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rest of their run. In this January 16 letter Fus sees single statehood as a positive thing: “Well, so I 
hear lots a talk about single statehoods. It was alright, too, and I was like to hear it. The Bible say 
it is no good to live alone by yourself, and so maybe so that’s what Injin Territory and Oklahoma 
say last week when they was had big council.”507 By May of 1903, however, Posey seemed to 
have changed his views on the statehood movement and the letters after “Letter  No. 8” 
advocated strongly for a separate Indian Territory state.
508
  
As they discuss the possibility of joint statehood, Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco express 
opposition because the weather, climate, and topography of Oklahoma Territory are so brutal, 
and Tookpafka Micco says “he would druther have a sofky patch in Injun Territory than a big 
country full a debt and chinch bugs in Oklahoma.”509 Like the Twin Territories editorial 
denouncing joint statehood, Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco see the move as an attempt to place 
the debt of Oklahoma Territory on the back of a financially stable Indian Territory.  
They also make a print-focused argument about the proposal, as Hotgun says “they was 
no one want to be spliced onto Oklahoma but some thumb papers that was printed out in the 
country and didn’t had no circulation except when they was being printed.”510 The exchange 
between Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco links the circulation of print and the physical geography 
of both territories in a concrete way. They poke fun at the terrain of Oklahoma, describing it as 
desolate and impoverished, compared to Indian Territory. This counters U.S. governmental 
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justifications for intervention in Indian Territory and the argument for single statehood: residents 
of Indian Territory needed to join with Oklahoma Territory so Oklahoma could help civilize 
Indian Territory. Linking popular opinion to newspaper circulation, Posey plays on the dominant 
role of newspapers in shaping the public’s opinions on political issues, as well as the use of 
newspaper coverage to convey the general population’s stance on statehood. His characters joke 
that only newspaper publishers in the middle of nowhere would advocate single statehood. 
However, this jab cuts both ways—a critique about isolationism from an editor who himself 
publicly refused geographically widespread circulation of his writing. In June of 1905 the 
National Editors’ Association drafted a resolution advocating single statehood in Guthrie, O.T., 
and it was later quoted in the June 14
th
 issue of the Muskogee Phoenix.
511
 The resolution 
proclaims “the earnest support of our newspapers and our personal influences to the 
accomplishment of early statehood for the people of ‘The twin Territories,”’ explicitly declaring 
their intent to use their dailies and weeklies for single statehood propaganda.
512
 One can hear 
echoes of the resolution’s language in Hotgun and Tookpafka’s conversations about political 
slants of newspapers’ coverage of the statehood movement. They critique it, and critique it as 
readers or participants in the print culture that gives such publications their significance.       
Posey draws a corollary between print and control of the geopolitical landscape 
throughout the 1905 letters.  In “Letter No. 55,” which originally appeared July 30, 1905, Hotgun 
describes the rising support of the separate statehood movement as a final response from the Five 
Tribes, after the destruction wreaked by allotment, Dawes Commission corruption, and the theft 
of natural resources, because “the Five Civilized Tribes didn’t had anything to live for but 
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statehood and the removal a the restrictions.”513 While the attempt might prove futile and the 
“death” of the Indian inevitable, Hotgun retorts: “Well, so it was inevitable to die but the doctors 
was had lots a practice. It’s time to had a change and shift the scenery.”514 His description of the 
statehood movement as a “change of scenery” alludes to the powerful nature of political 
mappings in demarcating the space and its inhabitants. To argue for a separate state as a “change 
of scenery” shifts the perspective in two ways: (1) statehood supplants tribal sovereignty, 
remapping the region along county lines rather than a territorial tribal one, but (2) control over 
how Indian Territory enters the U.S. allows Indian Territory residents to maintain some authority 
over the vantage point of U.S. surveillance. In other words, they determine the point from which 
one views the scenery.  
In “Letter No. 59,” Hotgun expresses this feeling more explicitly. He describes 
November 7, the day the ratification voting began for the state of Sequoyah, as a “big day in the 
winnin’ a the west,” poking fun at the title of President Roosevelt’s history of westward 
expansion.
515
 Roosevelt had been a strong advocate of single statehood, and the reference to his 
writing warps the meaning of winning the west, subverting Roosevelt’s pro-U.S., imperial bent. 
For the first time in the letters, Posey expresses real confidence that the statehood movement 
could succeed: 
Well, so if the plans a the big constitution powwow don’t miscarry an’ the 
machinery stay in gear, the Injins an’ niggers an’ the white element could exercise 
they great American privilege an’ pile up a staggerin’ majority for separate 
statehood November the seventh. […] After this battle a the ballots, all Injuns be 
constituents instead a wards a the big man at Washington. Secretary Itscocked 
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was had to wind up his tape an’ let go the scepter then an’ bow to his time 
subjects. An’ the picnic orator could climb up on the dry goods box in the shade a 
the scrub oaks an’ talk about this great grand and glorious country!516 
 
The critique of Hitchcock, Secretary “Itscocked,” as a power-hungry tyrant demonstrates a sense 
of self-assuredness in the movement’s potential—whether this confidence is performed or actual. 
Additionally, Hotgun appropriates the language of U.S. citizenship. Tongue in cheek, he argues 
that what U.S. agents have alleged they wanted all along—for Native people to integrate—is 
made possible by the Sequoyah movement, to the dismay of Roosevelt and many in Congress 
who favored single statehood.   
Additionally in “Letter No. 55,” Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco compare the drafting of 
convention documents and county lines to the plotting of allotments and railroad tracks by the 
Dawes Commission and white speculators, arguing that the only people fighting statehood are 
“railroad lawyers and well-meaning but misguided country editors and corn field statesmen with 
bee hives in they hats.”517 In Letter No. 56, published in August, Posey calls out three of these 
“country editors” by name, poking fun at their long editorials, tantrums, and betraying Cherokee 
allegiances after intermarriage into the tribe (an allegiance that should also advocate the State of 
Sequoyah rather than personal interests). Following this mini roast, Tookpafka Micco and 
Hotgun launch into a brief exchange about newspaper circulation. Tookpafka Micco responds to 
W. H. Walker’s long pro-single state editorials in the Purcell Register, “well, so we hear all the 
time the newspaper was mould public opinion” and Hotgun refutes this when he says that “if the 
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people didn’t have they mind made up already.”518 Through his fictional characters Posey pokes 
fun at the opinions of other authors, argues for mass appeal of the separate statehood movement, 
and critiques propagandist newspaper editorials, even though his letter does similar work, in a 
fictional, pseudonymic form. Here his letter’s literariness allows Posey to simultaneously 
critique newspaper coverage of the movement and participate in the process. By ventriloquizing 
through his characters, he achieves critical distance, or the appearance of it, and the narrative 
appeal of his letters distinguishes them from the typical editorial, even as they circulate in the 
same publications as the type of journalism his letters often critique.  
The State of Sequoyah movement in the end was unsuccessful in forming an Indian 
Territory state. As politicians in Washington D.C. fought over what would happen to the 
territories, it became readily more apparent to those in the territory that Native voices and Native 
leaders would be left out of the decision-making. The letters from early 1906, before the 
Omnibus Enabling Act passed on June 16, 1906 and formed the state of Oklahoma, are quite 
bleak. They frame post-1905 statehood discussions as the death of fullbloods/traditionals. “Letter 
No. 61” is a eulogy to Creek medicine man Yadeka Harjo who had been part of the move from 
Alabama to Indian Territory during the Removal Era, and “Letter No. 62” discusses the 
disintegration of tribal governments.
519
 These letters no longer poke fun at traditionalists’ 
resistance to progressivist policies. Instead, they seem to mourn their loss and look 
pessimistically to the future:  
Hotulk Emathla he 
Was go to be good Injun long time ’go, 
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An’ Woxie Harjoche 
Been dead ten years or twenty, maybe so
520
  
 
The eulogy for Yadeka Harjo is the only poem in any of the letters, and the change in form also 
signals a change in tone. In a footnote Littlefield notes that Hotulk Emathla was second principal 
chief in the 1890s when Posey served in the House of Warriors. Similarly Harjo had made the 
walk during Removal and he was well-respected within the nation.
521
 In writing a poem which 
speaks to the past, Posey uses the dominant literary medium of his own past, the poem—
honoring history with literary form.   
“Letters No. 63-67” focus on Washington government officials’ rewriting of territorial 
history in their account of the State of Sequoyah movement. Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco 
discuss how the story of white pioneer settlement is mapped onto both territories (despite the 
differences between Indian Territory and Oklahoma Territory), and depicts the efforts to 
establish the state of Sequoyah as haphazard and inadequate, actively ignoring the U.S.’s 
culpability in squashing the movement. In Letter No. 63 Tookpafka Micco recounts the 
justification of Senator Beveridge—the Indiana senator who originally introduced the Hamilton 
bill that led to statehood—for why the two territories should be entered as one state. According 
to Tookpafka Micco, Beveridge not only reproduced the heteronormative narrative of the twin 
territories as “make a fine lookin’ couple an’ ought to had they picture taken together, so 
congress could have it enlarged an’ hang it up on the map o’ our common country,” but he also 
claims Indian Territory could learn from the success of Oklahoma settlers (read as white): “Then 
he go on an’ tell ’em that was the kind o’ people that make the new country fit to live in. He say 
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they was all typical Americans an’ Arkansawers [sic], and they was ’bout a million o’ ’em ready 
for civilization […] some of them was squatters an’ boomers an’ sooners an’ intruders with a 
past, but they was want forgiveness now an’ a chance to get back in the Union.”522 At the 
moment when the narrative of Oklahoma settlement that would become the dominant narrative 
of statehood begins to take hold, Posey calls out this revisionist history and pokes holes in its 
logic: “The Injin was the only bona fide pioneer in this country, an’ the Injin squaw was the 
woman that furnish the magic an’ help overcome the wild animals an’ carry civilization into the 
waste places with her sofky pestle an’ mortar.”523 As such, the letters counter these claims, since, 
as Hotgun and Tookpafka Micco point out in Letter No. 64, lawyers, editors, postmasters, and 
other people of prominence control the telegrams sent to Washington about statehood, while the 
poor white and “the common Injin” are not consulted.524  
These letters predict a fairly pessimistic future for Native people in the new state. They 
describe the onslaught of bureaucracy as the first step of many that will erode Native voices and 
exclude them from the decision-making process. Littlefield sees this turn in the letters as a 
response to the creation of machine politics in Oklahoma, writing that Posey saw the tactics 
initially introduced by Haskell and Murray during the Sequoyah discussions finesse a strong 
Democratic party line: “Despite the public praise of the [Sequoyah] convention as a political 
achievement by the Indians, the fact remained that in its final form the constitution was in large 
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measure the work of those two white men.”525 While “Haskell had offered Alex a place in his 
machine,” Posey “severed the relationship” after it was clear that the separate statehood 
movement would not succeed.
526
 The letters reveal a souring to party politics and a lack of faith 
that white allies from the Sequoyah movement would continue advocating for the best interests 
and involvement of Native representatives in decision-making.     
As always with Posey, however, things are not clear cut. The dismay some of these final 
letters express stands in contrast to Posey’s career change at the end of his life. In 1907 he began 
working in real estate, doing similar work to the grafters he had critiqued so strongly in the 
earlier letters: non-Natives buying up allotment lands. Throughout his life Posey had a complex 
understanding of progress and modernity and the best route for preservation of Native ways. He 
embraced change and adaptation, while these sometimes meant participation in forms of U.S. 
culture that worked to the detriment of Native self-determination. However, he also gained the 
trust of Chitto Harjo and other traditional Creeks whose politics ran counter to his own. Posey 
himself was implicated in many of those things that his letters are critical of—slanted news 
coverage, exploitation of allotment for personal gain, the work of the Dawes Commission—but 
within these he also carved out his own space and put pressure on colonial institutions, despite 
his involvement with them.  
Somewhat poetically, Posey died a little more than six months after statehood and the 
eradication of Indian Territory. Posey’s dedication to the Sequoyah movement, evidenced by his 
roles as Secretary and as writer, show the fervor it created far more clearly than the account in 
the Muskogee Phoenix. While white men might have had the strongest voices in drafting the 
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constitution and navigating the political side of the movement, Native writers took ownership in 
other ways. The space Hotgun and Toopfaka Micco imagine for the future of the Muscogee 
(Creek) nation is palpable—and it continues to be one of the most widely-circulating 
contemporaneous accounts, despite the prevalence of the “pioneer” narrative of manifest destiny 
that dominates pop culture accounts. 
Gibson also addressed statehood in his newspaper columns. While Gibson’s writing 
slowed down in 1905, his sentiments about the statehood movement were made evident in some 
of his essays from 1903 and 1904. In his June 5, 1903 Indian Journal essay “Our Country as a 
State,” Gibson offers a more explicit call for statehood in four years, but this time advocates for 
separate statehood. As in his earlier piece, Gibson hedges his comments with a tongue-in-cheek 
aside about the inability of Native people to speak on statehood matters, as “this is a subject that 
has been written upon so much by the white man’s pen that an uneducated Indian has no show to 
put in a word edgeways, much less do any good writing upon the subject.”527 Gibson goes on to 
explain his understanding of “territory.” He describes it as a place where “laws were loose and 
not rigidly enforced,” full of people who have fled their own country “for the country’s good,” 
and as a “stopping place for strangers.”  
According to Gibson, this does not describe Indian Territory—a place that functions 
more like a state than a territory. He notes that “we have men competent to fill any office within 
a state and by a scratch we might squeeze out one that might fill the presidential chair at 
Washington, as we have a few rough riders within our borders yet.” He goes on to say that while 
“Mr. Indian is not ready of his own accord to go into anything like a state yet. […] In four years 
he will be grown a full-fledged United States citizen.” Gibson’s piece masculinizes Eddleman 
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Reed’s Ms. Indian Territory, but to much the same ends. Not only does he allege Indian Territory 
to be unique, but he also claims it would function as a unique state that has the potential to foster 
a future president of the U. S. Unlike the domestic exceptionalism Eddleman Reed attributes to 
the territory, his is a settler-masculine, civic uniqueness based on governance and economic 
stability. Gibson ends the piece with the forceful charge, “let us survive or perish in trying to 
make a state of our Five Tribes country.” His directness stands in contrast to some of his more 
subtly political fables. Most of his pieces about statehood share this marked distinction—they are 
explicit about their intent.  
The Rifle Shots’ piece “The State of Bone,” published on December 16, 1904 discusses 
the national public fervor over the future state of the Indian Territory. Gibson asserts that “it 
would seem as if the whole United States had taken up the Indian Territory question,” even 
though “congress will have her way,” but it is still “the bone of contention.” Therefore, he 
proposes that it be called the “Bone State.” Gibson criticizes both single and double statehood 
arguments in this piece, arguing that as far as he can tell there are no problems in the territory, so 
it seems of little importance, since Congress “will have her way.” Instead, he is critical of the 
taxation practices of allotment and worries that Indians but not whites will have to pay taxes on 
their land before 1906, not whites, further reinforcing his notion of the “Bone State.”  
A year later, after the fight for Sequoyah, Gibson writes a somewhat cryptic piece in the 
Journal called “The Native Indian.” The piece ran on December 1, 1905 and describes the figure  
of the Creek medicine man. The bulk of the essay situates the medicine man in the deep history 
of the Muscogee (Creek) peoples and then describes the role of a medicine man and how a Creek 
becomes one. The final paragraph, however, is a curious one imbued with meaning. Gibson 
writes: “the Medicine man believes he can cure a snake bite, he thinks he can cure hydrophobia 
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and many other diseases of man. He thinks he can charm with his hands and songs. He believes 
in dreams and that he interprets them. The medicine man thinks there is a hereafter but no heaven 
or hell.” This may very well be a simple piece, like some others of Gibson, recounting a 
particular aspect of Creek culture. However, it directly follows the article “DELEGATE 
McGUIRE’S NEW STATEHOOD BILL” and the front page story “DEMOCRATS FOR JOINT 
STATEHOOD.” Gibson’s piece does not argue for a particular statehood position, but alludes to 
glib feelings about the futurity of Indian Territory. He begins by setting the piece three hundred 
years in the past, pre-contact, and emphasizes the critical role of the medicine man in tribal 
practices and in healing. The medicine man does not believe in the Christian theology of heaven 
or hell; he maintains pre-contact beliefs about the afterlife. For Gibson, the medicine man is a 
cultural signifier of Creek identity. By describing a medicine man in a newspaper issue dedicated 
to the future single state, it is as if Gibson calls on the medicine man for guidance in a post-
Sequoyah world of 1906, where tribal governments will officially lose agency over the territory 
and single statehood is inevitable. So the essay becomes a dark description of the present, whose 
hope for the future is neither a heaven nor a hell.  
In the introduction to Joy Harjo and Gloria Bird’s 1997 anthology Reinventing the 
Enemy’s Language, Harjo speaks to the importance of narrating, whether in Native languages or 
the enemy’s:  
But to speak, at whatever cost, is to become empowered rather than victimized by 
destruction. In our tribal cultures the power of language to heal, to regenerate, and 
to create is understood. These colonizers’ languages, which often usurped our 
own tribal languages or diminished them, now hand back emblems of our 
cultures, our own designs: beadwork, quills, if you will. We’ve transformed these 
enemy languages.
528
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For Indian Territory writers like Eddleman Reed, Gibson, and Posey, these stories are deeply 
spatial. Eddleman Reed embraces the image of Miss Indian Territory as a way to argue for the 
territory’s already domestic nature; Native control of this frontier zone bends Slotkin’s notion of 
the frontier dialectic by saying that the frontier does not invigorate white masculinity through a 
confrontation with savagery, but rather through confronting the true domesticity of the territory. 
Gibson’s melding of old Creek stories with contemporary politics maintains a Native space 
within the territory through his emphasis on place and people rather than on temporality and 
imperial notions of linear progress. Posey’s wit and humor make a more literal geopolitical 
statement about governmentality. As Craig Womack argues, the humor and wit of his letters 
were not tools of coping or grief, “Posey was trying to get Indian Territory admitted as a separate 
state and retain tribal autonomy. A bigger issue was at stake than relieving personal pain—the 
survival of the Creek Nation. One can read Posey as trying to overturn the very events causing 
all of this pain, especially through his efforts to achieve separate statehood for Indian 
Territory.”529 When we read Posey (and Gibson) in this light, his comedic renditions of the 
statehood debates engage humor to propose radical actions and launch critiques at incredibly 
powerful forces in the territory. Like Jon Stewart’s use of humor to describe the violence and 
unjustness of U.S. empire on The Daily Show, there is an appeal in the comedy that does not 
detract from the severity of the material; rather, by showing the absurd and the hypocritical, it 
removes some of the agency and control of those in power and imagines a future Indian Territory 
that continues to adapt and change, but at the behest of Native people. 
One could argue that Posey’s and Gibson’s fears about the future of Native sovereignty 
came true in the form of Oklahoma statehood, but the Sequoyah movement and the literature that 
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surrounded it were not a completely fruitless endeavor. Much of the language used to draft the 
state of Oklahoma constitution was pulled from the State of Sequoyah constitution, and, 
according to Charles Haskell, who was involved in drafting both and would go on to become the 
first governor, “there were several differences, but very little of great consequence.”530 Haskell 
and James A. Norman, who originally made the call for the state of “Sequoia,” both agreed that, 
if anything, the Sequoyah movement sped up the process of single statehood, but that it was 
inevitable nonetheless. Oklahoma statehood, however, never erased the large-scale organizing 
that occurred in the convention meetings and in the newspapers. The details of the meetings have 
been lost but the print paper trail remains.  
The literary community that Eddleman Reed, Posey, and Gibson fostered in Indian 
Territory was not a complete loss, either. Their work continued to influence the peoples and 
places of the region, inspiring Native writers that came after them. I would argue that this rich 
Native literary print culture has direct correlations to the breadth of literary output from twentieth 
and twenty-first century authors from the region. In an elegy that echoes “Ode to Sequoyah,” 
Creek poet Louis Littlecoon Oliver praises Alex Posey in his 1990 poem “Salute to Alexander 
Posey”: 
All of nature bends to you 
I too bend my knees 
I feel we were one genre. 
You preferred Chennube Harjo 
To be a name of your choice 
Your old ones were of that clan. 
It might seem ridiculous for an Indian of political stance 
To give praise to a Daffodil, 
But deep down you were a poet
531
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As Sequoyah inspired for Posey, Posey inspires Oliver. In kind, Oliver eulogizes him in much 
the same fashion, honoring the depth and influence of his work. The poem ends with these 
words: “worthy of having an Em pona’ya,” and as such Posey is being spoken for and having his 
name spoken.
532
 The utterances of his work, like the writing of Sequoyah’s syllabary, challenge 
colonial space and time. And like the figure of Sequoyah (or Posey), friction with an autonomous 
state identity continues to circulate. Despite attempts to whiten the landscape, Native people and 
Native nations are still present. As a person drives along I-35, bisecting the state into east and 
west halves, “Now Entering the ‘X’ Nation” signs dot the highways as one travels across tribal 
boundaries, reminding travelers that scale cannot be fully contained in the space—at once 
highway, county, state, and nation. The repaved concrete of I-35 draws on multiple registers. 
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 Figure 1. “Illustration.” The White Wizard. New York: Frederick A. Brady. 1858
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Figure 2. Let Us Alone. Florida Center for Instructional Technology, University of 
South Florida, Tampa, Florida. ClipPix ETC. Accessed June 12, 2014. 
http://etc.usf.edu/clippix/picture/let-us-alone.html. 
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Figure 3. J. L. Magee, Liberty. The fair maid of Kansas in the hands of the “border 
ruffians.” 1856. Lithograph. The Alfred Whital Stern Collection of Lincolniana, 
Library of Congress, Rare Book and Special Collections Division. Accessed May 
14, 2014. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/2008661579/. 
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Figure 4. J. L. Magee, Forcing slavery down the throat of a freesoiler. 1856. 
Lithograph. The Alfred Whital Stern of Lincolniana, Library of Congress, Rare 
Book and Special Collections Division. Accessed May 14, 2014. 
http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/2008661578/. 
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Figure 5. “Map Showing County Lines of the Proposed State of Sequoyah.” 
Muskogee Phoenix, September 5, 1905.  
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Figure 6. United States Indian Service, Union Agency. “Department of the 
Interior Public Notice.” Muskogee Phoenix, May 23, 1905  
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Figure 7. “Advertisement.” Indian Journal, July 25 1902. 
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   Figure 8. “Frontispiece.” Sturm’s Statehood Magazine, October 1905. 
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Figure 9. Eufaula Indian Journal, November 21,1902. 
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